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ABSTRACT
The Twenty Percent Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credit is one of the most valuable
incentive tools in the field of historic preservation. This thesis analyzes the application and
review process of the Twenty Percent Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credit in the states of
South Carolina and Tennessee. The thesis explored how the two states’ State Historic
Preservation Offices (SHPO) and the National Park Service enforce regulations and
rehabilitation protocols during the tax credit process. The factors examined are efficacy of
the tax credit system in the two states as measured by the rate of projects’ successful
matriculation through the process, efficiency of the process in the two states as measured by
the time line of review and feedback, and the consistency with which SHPOs and the
National Park Service interpret the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and apply these
standards in the application approval process. To investigate how the two states compare in
terms of the constancy, efficacy, and efficiency of the tax credit program, a case study
methodology was adopted. Six case studies, three chosen from each state, which utilized the
Twenty Percent Credit are explored. Data tracked for the six case studies consisted of:
dates of submissions, amendments, determinations, project completion, the content of the
comments made on the projects. This data reveals that the National Park Service and each
states’ SHPO met efficiency measures by the timely return of comments, and interpreted and
enforced the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards consistently across the two states.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Since its beginnings, the historic preservation movement has sought to prevent the loss of
historic buildings. Private organizations and individuals have often been in the vanguard to defend
historic buildings and encourage their preservation. The Federal government has also played a major
preservation role, providing extensive programs to incentivize and assist in the rehabilitation and
protection of historic buildings. Since its creation by Congress in 1976, the Federal Rehabilitation Tax
Credit Program (FRTCP) has become one of the nation's most powerful historic preservation tools. 1
From 1976 to 2015, the program certified over 40,000 historic property rehabilitations, leveraging
more than $78 billion in investment. The FRTCP is responsible for creating an estimated 2.36 million
jobs and the program plays an essential role in putting historic buildings back into productive use. 2
Utilizing the FRTCP to rehabilitate historic buildings generates local and national economic
growth, ignites new life and purpose in old buildings, and saves them from demolition. Today, historic
textile mills, factories, and other industrial buildings are among the nation’s endangered properties.
These buildings are often prized for the large acreage they occupy. The FRTCP seeks to help
developers see these buildings not as a small obstacles standing on a large tract of developable land,
but as a financially viable redevelopment resource. Proponents of new construction frequently argue
that historic buildings are inefficient, burdensome to adapt, and economically unprofitable.
Proponents for the rehabilitation of historic buildings hold an opposing view. Preservation advocates
believe there is inherent value in older buildings.
Numerous studies and analyses have assessed the Federal Rehabilitation Tax Incentive
Program over the forty plus years of the program. The literature can be categorized based on the

“Tax Incentives—Technical Preservation Services, National Park Service,” accessed August 15, 2015,
http://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives.htm.
2 “Stat Report fy2015.indd - Tax-Incentives-2015statistical.pdf,” accessed January 12, 2016, http://www.nps.gov/tps/taxincentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives-2015statistical.pdf.
1
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author or institution publishing the literature: preservation, private interest, and government. The
National Park Service produces an extensive amount of literature regarding this program. Their
studies examine the FRCTP in each state monitoring its operation.3 The National Park Service
collaborates with Rutgers University to produce annual input and output reports of the FRTCP for
each fiscal year. These reports analyze project data from each state. The data is then computed into
charts and graphs that illustrate the different sectors of the program and their fluctuation of operation.
In addition to the National Park Service and Rutgers University publishing statistics on the tax
credit program, many firms in the private sector produce studies. Firms such as NGP Capital, LLC., a
national firm that specializes in the syndication of preservation tax credits and assists in investment
opportunities involving historic properties regularly report on the FRTCP.4 Tate & Tryon, an
accounting firm in Washington, DC, encourages and promotes the use of preservation tax incentives
by providing fact-driven statistics and literature regarding the success of the FRTCP.5 Most often,
these firms specialize in tax credit services, including assistance in the application process, the
syndication of credits, and guidance with purchasing and investing in properties utilizing tax credits to
educate investors and attract greater private investment.
One of the findings presented in these reports is that the tax credit program has generated
significant revenue for the United States Treasury. A study produced by the National Trust for
Historic Preservation and Rutgers University indicated since the program’s inception in 1978 to fiscal
year 2011, federal tax receipts generated directly from the program have totaled over $24.4 billion in
revenue for the United States Treasury.6 This study proves the program has paid for itself by creating
direct and multiplier impacts and demonstrates the FRTCP is a vital tool in preservation as well as

“Tax Incentives—Technical Preservation Services, National Park Service.”
“https://www.ngp-capital.com Accessed September, 2016.
5 David M. Duren, Steven L. McClain. The Journal of Financial Planning, June 2003. “Gold at Your Client’s Doorstep:
Federal Tax Incentives for Historic Properties.” Accessed September 2016.
6
"Third Annual Report on the Economic Impact of the Federal ..." Accessed February, 2016.
https://www.novoco.com/historic/resource_files/research/rutgers_report_071712.pdf.
3
4
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economic development. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) describes the
functions and significance of the tax credit program in its publication “Preservation and Rightsizing In
America.”7 Like the National Park Service, the ACHP promotes the rehabilitation and preservation of
historic structures. These organizations have released a multitude of statements and testimonies
reinforcing the various benefits of the federal tax credits and their demonstrated role in the
rehabilitation of historic properties. The ACHP notably emphasizes how the program attracts revenue
and growth to blighted cities and towns and promotes community development and economic success;
many of these examples are also listed in the National Park Service’s publications. The FRTCP is
directly responsible for saving a vast number of buildings across the country. Annually, the National
Park Service and ACHP highlight success stories in reports of rehabilitation projects that have used tax
credits, including examples as diverse as row houses in Baltimore, art deco hotels in Miami, office
buildings in New York City, and theatres and churches across the country.8
This thesis analyzes the administration of the Twenty Percent Federal Rehabilitation Tax
Credit by the State Historic Preservations Offices (SHPO) in South Carolina and Tennessee from
fiscal years 2005 to 2015. The FRTCP is jointly administered by the United States Department of the
Interior and the United States Treasury. Both, the National Park Service and SHPOs act as delegates
on behalf of the Department of the Interior and Treasury. Their role is to certify that preservation
objectives are met during the rehabilitation project. This is determined based on a rehabilitation
project’s compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. This document,
the Standards for Rehabilitation, is a set of principles or conceptual best practices agreed upon by the
preservation community. The final player in the administration of the FRTCP is the Internal Revenue
Service (IRS), which disperses the credit.

“RightsizingReport.pdf.”
“Community Developments, Historic Tax Credits: Bringing New Life to Older Communities.” United States Department
of the Treasury accessed September 16, 2016.
7
8
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The FRTCP requires a multi-part application process. The SHPO and the National Park
Service oversee each phase of the process. To evaluate the efficacy, efficiency, and consistency of the
administration of the program by these two agencies, each step of the FRTCP is considered in the
following analysis. The efficacy of the FRTCP’s administration in each state is measured by the
number of projects which earn the tax credit relative to the number of projects which begin the
FRTCP application process. The term efficacy in this analysis, thus, is the difference between the
number of Part 1 applications submitted and Part 3 Certifications awarded. A Part 3 Certification is
the formal acknowledgment that a project met all requirements set forth by the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards. The Part 3 Certification is awarded by the National Park Service and the SHPO
and signals the project’s legitimate claim to the Tax Credit benefit.
This thesis also examines the efficiency of each agency is in the administration of the FRTCP.
Efficiency is measured by examining the response time of the SHPOs and the National Park Service’s
comments, correspondence, and amendments relative to response times specified in the FRTCP
legislation. Tracking the date of receipt of application materials, documents in response to requests for
information etc., against the date of a response by the administrating bodies created this analysis.
Efficiency is thus defined as National Park Service and SHPO compliance with stated timelines in the
administrative process of the FRTCP. Responding to an applicant within the specified number of days
is considered efficient.
These quantifiable measures of efficacy and efficiency are supplemented by more qualitative
data in the form of a review of comments made by the SHPO and the National Park Service.
Reviewing the comments made by the administrating agencies informed the study of consistency in the
FRTCP’s administrative process. The content of each National Park Service, South Carolina SHPO or
Tennessee SHPO comment sent via official correspondence to the applicant was recorded to look for
patterns about inconsistent interpretation or enforcement of the Secretary of the Interior Standards.

`
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Comments were compared among individual projects, the projects occurring in South Carolina verses
Tennessee, and were also compared based on which agency made the comment.
The states of Tennessee and South Carolina were selected for this analysis to determine if the
FRTCP is administered differently by state. Selecting states for the study began by seeking one state
with a state-level rehabilitation tax credit program and one state without such a state-level program.
One of the differences between the FRTCP and various state-level tax programs is the type of taxes
the credit can be used to offset. The federal tax credit can only be used toward federal income tax
owed. State tax credits are structured as a credit on state income tax owed. Tennessee does not have a
state income tax, thus a state tax credit program designed to reduce the amount of income tax owed is
irrelevant. However, the federal tax credit is still beneficial for Tennessee as it is applied toward
federal tax. Two other states are similar to Tennessee in terms of using the FRTCP to incentivize
rehabilitation of existing structures with no state income tax, and Texas began a state historic tax credit
program in 2015 in which the credits that are accumulated may be used against licensing fees and
corporate taxes. As one of fifteen states yet to create a state tax credit program, Tennessee legislators
are in the process of creating a tax credit program like Texas which would offset other non-income tax
types owed. The active legislation will be covered more thoroughly in Chapter 3. Tennessee has no
other major financial incentives for rehabilitation projects. The fact that the only major economic
incentive for historic building rehabilitation in Tennessee is the FRTCP, underlies the hypothesis that
the administration of the FRTCP in Tennessee may differ from South Carolina.
South Carolina has long been part of the preservation movement. The state’s tax credit
program mirrors the FRTCP and like most states with a state tax credit program, the incentives are
equal to or greater than that of the FRTCP. Certified rehabilitation projects in South Carolina can
qualify for a twenty-five percent state tax credit with a project cap of one million in credit.
Additionally, other state credits and incentives in South Carolina can be paired with the federal credit

`
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to maximize the return. A summary of South Carolina’s numerous incentive programs and further
insight about its state tax credit program is outlined in Chapter 4.
There are thirty-five states with state-level tax credit programs. Within the category of statelevel tax credit program and not, the two states of South Carolina and Tennessee were selected for
analysis because of similar and facile access to information. The amount of data available was based
on the ease of physical access. The location of the researcher’s academic institution, the graduate
program in historic preservation’s location in Charleston, South Carolina made the selection of that
state conducive to in-person visits to the South Carolina SHPO. The researcher’s home state of
Tennessee also allowed for ease of in-person visitation of the Tennessee SHPO. Because the selection
of the two states was partially made for reasons of convenience, it is important to consider some of the
commonalities and differences implicit in the two states.
South Carolina and Tennessee are both mid-sized states falling in the middle third of states by
population. Tennessee has a population of 6,601,198, ranking 17th in the nation and South Carolina
has a population of 4,896,991, ranking 27th in the nation. The per-capita GDP of the two states
differs, but not dramatically. South Carolina’s per-capita GDP in 2014 was $189.3 billion. Tennessee’s
2014 GDP was $297.2 billion.9
This basic understanding of the similar character of the South Carolina and Tennessee in terms
of population and GDP but contrasting state-level tax credit program comes to bear through the
analysis presented in this thesis. Following this introduction, Chapter 2 presents a history of the
Federal Historic Tax Incentives Program. It reviews the creation of the program, the purpose and
benefits of the tax credits, and how its role in the field of historic preservation has become an integral
part of saving and rehabilitating historic buildings. The chapter defines the tax credit, individuals or
parties engaged in the process, how the process works, and the criteria that determine a successful

“Pdf.cfm,” accessed April 11, 2016,
https://www.bea.gov/regional/bearfacts/pdf.cfm?fips=47000&areatype=STATE&geotype=3.
9
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application. The steps involved in applying for the credits are then summarized explaining the
difference between the ten and twenty percent rehabilitation tax credits and how they may be utilized.
Chapters 3 and 4 present the case studies. These chapters analyze each case study and its path
through the FRTCP process. The six projects all meet the three parameters which are: the building’s
size, (250,000 square feet or greater), projects with an estimated qualified rehabilitation expenditures of
greater than $10 million, and projects receiving Part 3 Certification between fiscal years 2005-2015.
The projects from Tennessee are the Dortch Stove Works factory, Cummins Station, and The Trolley
Barns. The projects in South Carolina are the Granby Cotton mill, Monaghan Mill, and Oakland Mill.
These chapters also present an analysis of the FRTCP of each state. Applications and correspondence
from each project, in conjunction with national data, provide the information for an analysis of
efficacy, efficiency and consistency of the FRTCP’s administration in the two states. Information
about these case study buildings was gathered via in-person conversation, collection from archives, and
telephone, or electronic mail communications during visits to each states’ SHPO offices.
Chapter 5, the final chapter, examines the data outlined in chapters 3 and 4 to draw
conclusions about the efficacy, efficiency and consistency of the FRTCP’s administration in South
Carolina and Tennessee by both of the organizations involved – the National Park Service and the
SHPOs. The chapter provides charts, graphs, and other data to help visualize the data and and
substantiate author’s final conclusions.
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CHAPTER TWO
HISTORY OF THE FEDERAL TAX INCENTIVE PROGRAM
A tax credit is a dollar-for-dollar reduction of taxes owed by a taxpayer. By reducing the
overall amount of federal income tax owed, tax credits are significant incentives for certain companies
and individuals. Tax credits differ from tax deductions. Tax deductions lower the amount of income
that is subject to taxation. Of these two tax abatement mechanisms, the tax credit is more beneficial.
By reducing the amount of federal income tax owed by a taxpayer, the tax credits provide a way for the
property owner to offset some of their dollars invested in rehabilitating a qualifying building. The
amount of the tax credit generated by a historic rehabilitation is calculated by taking a percentage of
the qualified rehabilitation expenses. For example, a project valued at $800,000 in expenses could
qualify for a tax credit valued at $160,000. Whether the owner or an investor uses the credit, the value
of the credits can be treated as equity for the project and incentivize further rehabilitation work.
Senator Glenn Beall of Maryland spearheaded the passage of the first Federal tax incentives
program through the Tax Reform Act of 1976. Before the Act, the United State's tax code offered tax
deductions for the demolition of older buildings. 10 The Act realigned the legal stance on historical
buildings in favor of their protection by merging preservation policy and tax law. For the first time,
tax law encouraged both voluntary and private sector investment to protect and preserve historic
buildings. By aligning federal tax policy with historic preservation policies, the Tax Reform Act of
1976 promoted the rehabilitation of income-producing historic buildings directly.11 The Act consisted
of four parts regarding the rehabilitations of historic buildings:
1. A provision to allow a five-year amortization of rehabilitation expenditures. (Total project
costs except land and original shell.)
2. An alternative provision allowed for an accelerated method of depreciation to be used on both
the shell and rehabilitation costs.
10
11

`

“Rehabilitation ATG 2002.PDF - Rehab.pdf.”
“35th AR Final 041613 Pdf.indd - Tax-Incentives-35anniversary.pdf.” 5.
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3. A third provision allowed only a straight-line method of depreciation for any new building
constructed where an older building had been demolished.
4. A prohibition against any deduction or recognition for tax purposes of any costs for
demolition or site clearing, and no deduction of the purchase price of the property (building
before demolition).12
These four provisions utilized different methods to provide a tax advantage for the
rehabilitation of historic buildings. The first provision allowed the owner of any income-producing
building to write off rehabilitation expenditures over a five-year period rather than over the lifespan of
improvements. Under the second provision, owners could depreciate the building at an accelerated
rate or the same rate as new construction. The third provision may dissuade the developer or investor
to take on a complex new building project if there are extensive upfront costs such as site prep and
cleanup including demolition. Provision four prohibits any deductions of cost for preparation work in
regards to building before demolition. These four provisions did not trigger significant increases in the
pace of rehabilitations. They became, however, the building blocks of later legislation.
In 1978, the United States Congress again recognized the preservation of historic buildings as a
vital, national need. Passage of new legislation sought to preserve American architectural heritage
while drawing attention to the plight of deteriorating buildings. The Federal Tax Incentive Program
produced the first Rehabilitation Tax Credit program in the Revenue Act of 1978 and created the
rehabilitation tax credit, which acted as an additional incentive to developers. This Act asserted that
historic buildings were assets, holding economic value and encouraged the modernization and
rehabilitation of historic buildings. A tax credit, at a rate of ten percent, replaced the five-year
amortization incentive in the 1976 Tax Reform Act.13
In 1981, the Historic Tax Credit Program (HTCP) experienced another restructuring under the
Economic Recovery Tax Act (ERTA).14 Perhaps one of the most significant steps forward, the Act

“Rehabilitation ATG 2002.PDF - Rehab.pdf.”
Ibid.
14 Ibid.
12
13
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expanded the credit to Twenty-Five percent for certified rehabilitation costs. This modification of the
program resulted in a dramatic surge of certified rehabilitation projects across the country; Part-Two
approvals soared, with 3,214 projects approved in 1984. 15 The Act developed into three tiers:
1. Buildings at least thirty years old were allowed a fifteen percent credit for qualifying
rehabilitation expenditures.
2. Buildings at least forty years old were allowed a twenty percent credit for qualifying
rehabilitation expenditures.
3. Qualifying rehabilitation expenditures for “Certified Historic Rehabilitation” were allowed a
twenty-five percent credit.16
ERTA substantially improved the HTCP from a preservation perspective. The Act increased
the tax credit to twenty-five percent, eradicated most of the depreciation incentives, and allowed thirtyyear-old buildings to qualify for the credit. ERTA also introduced the concept of a “certified historic
building.” While ERTA ignited rehabilitation projects across the country, the Act focused more on
principal economic benefits derived from recycling historic buildings. The HTCP received special
recognition in 1984 when President Ronald Reagan stated, “Our historic tax credits have made the
preservation of our older buildings not only a matter of respect for beauty and history, but of course
for economic good sense.”17
In 1986 federal tax laws underwent further modification with the passage of the Tax Reform
Act, perhaps the most drastic change in regard to preservation tax law and one of the most extensive
changes in the nation’s economic history.18 President Ronald Reagan collaborated with Representative
Dan Rostenkowski, who at the time was Chairman of the House Ways and Means Committee, to pass
this Act. This reform curtailed many real estate tax benefits such as the rate of capital gains, increased
corporate tax rates, and closed many tax loopholes meaning that tax credits of all types were more

"Third Annual Report on the Economic Impact of the Federal ..." Accessed February, 2016.
https://www.novoco.com/historic/resource_files/research/rutgers_report_071712.pdf.
16 Rehabilitation ATG 2002.PDF - Rehab.pdf.”.
17 “35th AR Final 041613 Pdf.indd - Tax-Incentives-35anniversary.pdf.” 5
18 “Rehabilitation ATG 2002.PDF - Rehab.pdf.”
15
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valuable to corporations and other investors. The Act also protected the majority of the historic
preservation tax incentives, setting the new credit at twenty percent and retaining the ten percent
credit.19 Passage of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 restructured the tax credit program and implemented
a two-tier tax credit system. The revised law provided:
1. A ten percent credit available for the rehabilitation of non-historic buildings with an
additional requirement that the building must have been or originally constructed before
1936; or
2. A twenty percent credit available for the rehabilitation of a Certified Historic building, (one
listed on the National Register of Historic Places or located in a Registered Historic District
and determined to be of significance in the Historic District).20
These changes reduced the previous twenty-five percent rehabilitation investment tax credit to
twenty percent while the non-rehabilitation tax remained at ten percent. Although one credit was
lowered, the provisions characterizing income as active or passive significantly outweighed the
reductions. Passive income can be defined as income earned regularly such as capital gains, selfcharged interest, or stocks. Active income can be defined as income that has been earned; this can be
from salaries, wages, or tips. The changes made in the 1986 legislation no longer allowed the tax
credits to be taken against passive income, which limited who could utilize the credits.
The tax reform ultimately led to a striking decline in historic rehabilitation investment between
the fiscal years 1989 and 1993.21 The most recent change to the program was the Revenue
Reconciliation Act of 1990, which moved the written law from Internal Revenue Code IRC Section
48(g) to IRC section 47.22 The change was made due to the IRS altering code content in prior tax
provisions – this was a technical change that did not alter the tax credit policy or process. Investment
leveraged trough the Tax Credit program increased in 1994 and continued to grow, expanding until
fiscal year 2008. The recession of 2008 severely crippled the real estate market across the nation and

“35th AR Final 041613 Pdf.indd - Tax-Incentives-35anniversary.pdf.” 5
“Rehabilitation ATG 2002.PDF - Rehab.pdf.”
21 “Stat Report fy2014.indd - Tax-Incentives-2014statistical.pdf” 5
22 Ibid.
19
20

`

17

had a profound impact upon the program. In the fiscal year 2014 alone, the estimated investment in
proposed rehabilitation projects equaled $6 billion, a record for this program. Table 2.2 constructed
from the National Park Service’s yearly statistical analysis of the program breaks down different
phases. From the fiscal years 2010 through 2014, the data shows the tax credit program growth.

Approved Part 2s
Rehabilitation Expenses
(in millions)
Average Expense/Project
(in millions)
Maximum Amount of Credit
to be Claimed (in millions)
Average Credit/Project
(approx.)

FY 2010

FY 2011

FY 2012

FY 2013

FY 2014

951

937

1,020

1,155

1,156

$3.42

$4.1

$5.33

$6.73

$5.98

$3.59

$4.29

$5.23

$5.82

$5.17

$684

$805

$1.66

$1.4

$1.2

$718,885

$858,767

$1,045,255

$1,164,648

$1,035,005

23

Table 2.1 Projects & Expenses (Part 2 applications): FY 2010-2014

The FRTCP has proven to be a durable, robust tool for historic preservation. Yielding twofold results, the program has revitalized economies while also preserving and revitalizing historic
buildings. A stimulant for economic growth, the rehabilitation tax credit has been a critical
redevelopment tool for revitalizing buildings, cities, towns and rural communities across the country.
Since the program’s inception, it has leveraged $109 billion leveraged in private investment and
produced a margin of revenue greater than the program’s original cost.24 Due to its success, many

“Annual Report 10 Final.indd - Tax-Incentives-2010annual.pdf,” accessed January, 2016, http://www.nps.gov/tps/taxincentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives-2010annual.pdf.,“Annual Report 11 Final.indd - Tax-Incentives-2011annual.pdf,”
accessed January 11, 2016, http://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives-2011annual.pdf.,“Annual
Report fy2012 Bg.indd - Tax-Incentives-2012annual.pdf,” accessed January 11, 2016, http://www.nps.gov/tps/taxincentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives-2012annual.pdf.,“Annual Report fy2013.indd - Tax-Incentives-2013annual.pdf,”
accessed January 11, 2016, http://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives-2013annual.pdf.,“Stat Report
fy2014.indd - Tax-Incentives-2014statistical.pdf,” accessed January 10, 2016, http://www.nps.gov/tps/taxincentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives-2014statistical.pdf.,“Annual Report fy2015.indd - Tax-Incentives-2015annual.pdf,”
accessed January 23, 2016, http://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives-2015annual.pdf.
24 Prosperity through Preservation, Saves the Historic Tax Credit NTHP
23

`

18

states have mirrored the federal program through legislation, creating state tax incentives and
programs, some even offering higher percentages of credits than the federal program.25 To date,
thirty-four states have passed legislation creating state tax credits for the rehabilitation of historic
buildings. These states are: Alabama, Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia, Illinois,
Indian, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi,
Missouri, Montana, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia, and
Wisconsin.26 Despite this compelling evidence, ACHP states, “In many instances, local officials
contend that the rehabilitation process presents too many hurdles in the rehabilitation process among
them being lead abatement, code compliance and other technical challenges.” 27 These challenges can
be overcome with historic preservation tools. Financial incentives, historic rehabilitation techniques,
and knowledgeable developers can solve the challenges presented by historic buildings and accomplish
successful rehabilitations.28
Major risks are involved for all parties during the rehabilitation process. Most buildings
undergoing rehabilitation are historical and these properties may be in poor structural condition
without any visual evidence of underlying and unknown issues. Key rehabilitation risks are:
Construction risks – Developers cannot account for existing conditions of the building until
rehabilitation is underway. This can result in cost overruns and exponentially raise these expenses.
Developer risks – Smaller or mid-size developers often complete rehabilitations. Large developers
tend to avoid these projects because they are small and there is much uncertainty about the success
rate. Since small developers achieve the majority, their financial stability and lack of experience are
vital factors that can affect the project’s completion.
Location risks – Most properties rehabilitated are a bit of a gamble for investors unless revitalization
has begun. The rehabilitation of historic buildings in these areas will either prosper or fail.

“35th AR Final 041613 Pdf.indd - Tax-Incentives-35anniversary.pdf.” 6.
"State Historic Tax Credits - National Trust for Historic Preservation." Preservationnation.org. Accessed February 04,
2016. http://www.preservationnation.org/take-action/advocacy-center/additional-resources/historic-tax-creditmaps/state-rehabilitation-tax.html.
27 “RightsizingReport.pdf” 17.
28 Ibid.
25
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Leased or rented space – Originally built for a particular purpose, these historic buildings have to
accommodate a lessee for modern purposes. Often it is vital to have an effective marketing team for
leasing these sometimes irregular and small spaces to firms and other professional groups.
Financing risks – The financing process of these buildings is often intricate, having a floating rate
with little or no loan option. Most lenders may also require the space be leased before permanent
financing.
Tax risks – The tax law provisions is a complex process. This combined with the certification of the
building can be a daunting process.29
Administered by the United States Department of the Interior and the Department of the
Treasury, the program requires various reviews and approvals from governmental departments before
the credit may be claimed. The National Park Service, Secretary of the Interior, and the SHPO act in
conjunction with one another to facilitate and assist in fulfilling the appropriate requirements for
obtaining the tax credits. The IRS is also involved in the process, acting on behalf of the Secretary of
the Treasury and issuing the credit after the project’s completion and verification of appropriate
measures.30
An application for the Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit is obtainable at any SHPO or directly
online through the National Park Service.31 The application consists of three formal parts, with all
instructions and guidelines included. Part 1 requires the applicant to submit documentation evaluating
the significance of the building, fulfilling the requirements on how the building contributes to a
National Register property or a registered district. Part 2 includes detailed statements, photographs
and architectural drawings depicting the current state of the building, with explanation and illustration
of any proposed renovation. It also documents and describes all character defining elements affected
during the process to be listed and how they will be treated, along with the assurance that all work and
adaptations comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. This section is
perhaps the most important and most scrutinized by the SHPO and the National Park Service,

Alvin L. Arnold, Real Estate Investments after the Tax Reform Act of 1986 : Special Report.78-79.
Ibid 4.
31 https://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/application.htm
29
30
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ensuring the rehabilitation does not harm or destroy the existing historic fabric of the building. Part 3
evaluates and measures the finished work against the work proposed in Part 2, approving that all work
was completed accurately as described.
The Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program offers two separate tax credit tiers for certified
rehabilitations: A ten percent credit is only applicable for rehabilitations to buildings older than 1936
that are not listed on the National Register. The twenty percent credit for rehabilitations is available
for historic properties. Both tiers are only available for income-producing properties. Each credit
offers a percentage of return for any substantial and completed rehabilitation project on a depreciable
historic building. Tax credit applications must meet three tests: first, the building must be depreciable,
meaning it is used in trade or business and therefore income producing; second, it cannot serve
exclusively as the owner’s private residence, but it can be used for rental housing, offices, commercial
industrial space or agricultural enterprises; third, the rehabilitation must be considered a “substantial
rehabilitation,” thus having expenditures exceeding $5,000 or the adjusted basis of the building and its
structural components. All of these stipulations must be met within a 24-month period by the
taxpayer. After the substantial rehabilitation criteria are met, the credit can be claimed for all of the
expenditures, which occurred before, during and after the measuring periods, through the end of the
taxable year when the building is put into operation. If the rehabilitation takes place in phases, the
measuring period is 60 months rather than 24 months. If a phased rehabilitation is necessary, there
must be a set of architectural plans describing each phase in detail.
Federal rehabilitation tax credits are limited to only substantial rehabilitations. The "adjusted
basis" is the purchase price of the property minus its depreciation, with the land cost not included in
the adjusted basis value. For example, a property purchased for $2.5 million, with $1 million
accounting for the building and $1.5 million for the land, and the owner having taken $100,000 in
depreciation deductions, the total adjusted basis of the property qualifying for the substantial rehab is
$900,000. ($1 million building cost less $100,000 in depreciation).
`
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Applicants for the tax credit must be owners of the property. An owner is defined in Title 36
67.2 of the National Park Service’s Code of Federal Regulations as "a person, partnership, corporation
or public agency holding a fee-simple interest in a property or any other person or entity recognized by
the Internal Revenue Code for purposes of the applicable tax benefits." 32 Limited exceptions are
available if the applicant is not the simple-fee owner. A long-term lessee may also apply but only if the
remaining lease period is 27.5 years for a residential property or 39 years for a nonresidential property.
An applicant with a written statement from the fee-simple owner consenting to the knowledge of the
application, and who has no objection to the property being certified, may also suffice to fulfill and
submit an application.33
The SHPO is one of the first contact points owners consult in the application process. In
general, the SHPO office assists owners by providing necessary forms, regulations, site visits, and
guidance during the application process and other aspects of obtaining the credit. The SHPO also
maintains records of buildings and districts on the National Register of Historic Places. If the property
or building is not registered or certified, the SHPO can assist in listing the building or district declaring
it eligible on the National Register. If the building is located within a registered historic district, the
owner must complete Part 1 of the Historic Preservation Certification Application – Evaluation of
Significance. The owner completes this application and submits it to the SHPO for review. It is then
forwarded to the National Park Service with a recommendation for approval or denial by the SHPO.
The National Park Service follows the same process as the SHPO to determine if the building does, in
fact, contribute to the overall historic district. If the building is already listed on the National Register
of Historic Places, it is eligible for tax credits. Owners of these buildings need not complete Part 1 of
the application unless there is more than one building on the property.34 If there is any doubt

E-CFR. Title 36 Chapter 1 Part 67 §67.2
“Hpca-Instructions.pdf.”
34 Ibid. 5
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regarding a property being certified as eligible for federal tax credits the owner may contact their
SHPO.
After eligibility is confirmed, the central role of the SHPO is to review the federal tax
application by applying the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards to the proposed rehabilitation work.
The SHPO and the National Park Service require intricate plans of the proposed phases of
rehabilitation, detailing the scope of work and an appropriate period of time for its completion. In the
Part 2 of the Historic Preservation Certification Application documents the developer must list all
proposed rehabilitation interventions; these must be approved by the SHPO and the National Park
Service before any work can commence. The National Park Service recommends that the developer
and other parties involved consult with one another before any work commences and that the SHPO
should be notified before any construction or modification is undertaken in order to save much time
and expense navigating the application process. Any work performed before Part 2 approval by the
National Park Service may result in certification delay.
The SHPO and the National Park Service review the proposed rehabilitation work, as
presented in the Part 2 documents, ensuring it is compliant with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation. These Standards apply to all types and styles of buildings in order to
protect historical features and ensure that the building and its architectural elements will not be
damaged, removed, or altered beyond a state drastically changing the historic fabric. The Standards
apply to both the exterior and interior of the building, while also extending to protect related landscape
features and attached or related adjacent buildings. Any changes made should be reversible and the
least invasive as possible. The early consultation of these guidelines by the developer improves the
chances for a successful project.
If any of the proposed work does not meet the Standards, an amendment must be filed and
reviewed until the proposed work is approved by both agencies. The SHPO processes all certification
requests first of the two agencies and then passes their recommendation on to the National Park
`
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Service. The SHPO review of the Part 2 application results in a recommendation for either approval,
approval with conditions, or in denial by the SHPO. If it is approved, the application, along with
notations attached, is then forwarded to the National Park Service for further review. Issues
encountered during the SHPO review of Part 2 applications can delay submission of the documents to
the National Park Service.
The National Park Service receives the tax application after it has been reviewed by the SHPO
in the state where the building is located. From the day the National Park Service receives the
application the organization has thirty days to review the recommendation by the SHPO, ensuring the
scope and work of the project conforms to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.
After the review, the National Park Service issues an approval or denial of certification in writing. The
decision is forwarded to the owner, the IRS, and the SHPO. Should the application result in a denial,
the applicant may re-submit a revised plan through an amendment that follows the same review
process beginning with the SHPO.35 In the event of any inconsistency or uncertainty with the
application, the Department of the Interior regulation (36 CFG Part 67) takes precedence. 36 Potential
applicants for the rehabilitation tax credit are encouraged to consult tax professionals or advisors with
experience in rehabilitation credits. This ensures the credit is applicable and a beneficial avenue for the
investor or owner’s investment.
There are many requirements to qualify and claim the credit, as discussed through this chapter,
but the chief concern for the owner or developer is what expenses does the credit cover? Project
expenditures vary, with the credit based on primary costs. The credit covers costs of work on the
historic building, taxes, insurance premiums, legal and architectural fees, capitalized construction
period interest, and surveys. These expenditures only qualify if they exceed $5,000 of the total

35
36
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rehabilitation cost or the adjusted basis value of the building. 37 Also, they must be incurred within a
24-month period of the rehabilitation or sixty months for larger phased projects.
Recapture of the rehabilitation tax credit is possible on the building if, at any point after the
rehabilitation is completed, the owner relinquishes the building, makes changes that are not consistent
with the Standards, or it ceases to be business-use property within the five-year compliance period.38
The Internal Revenue Code Section 50(a) provides the recapture provisions and compliance
guidelines.39 Recapture of the credit is not a regular occurrence but it does occur, presenting a
substantial risk to the financing institution(s) involved. Factors primarily resulting in credit recapture
may include, but are not limited to, any disposition of the property. Transfers, sales, foreclosures or
losses of more than one-third ownership of the building are factors that may result in recapture by the
IRS of the rehabilitation tax credit. If credit recapture occurs, the National Park Service revokes the
buildings certification and the owner repays the credit amount.
Table 2.1 below references the IRS Section 50(a) illustrating the recapture percentage rates over
the five-year compliance period. When the end of the five-year compliance period is over, the bank
withdraws its involvement exiting the Limited Partnership (LP) or Limited Liability Company (LLC),
and the IRS, on any condition, cannot recapture the credit.

RECAPTURE RATES

If the building is disposed of:
Less than one year from placement
into service
After year one but prior to end of year
two from placement into service
After year two but prior to end of year
three from placement into service

Recapture Rate (%):
100
80
60

“Defending the Historic Preservation Tax Credit - Viewcontent.cgi” 208.
“Recapture Brief- 3C48732D-52BD-050C.doc - Tax_credit_recapture_brief.pdf.”
39 “USCODE-2011-title26-subtitleA-chap1-subchapA-partIV-subpartE-sec50.pdf.”
37
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After year three but prior to end of
year four from placement into service
After year four but prior to end of
year five from placement into service
After year five

40
20
0

Table 2.2 Recapture Rates 40

A qualified rehabilitation project may sometimes monetize tax credits. When this occurs, tax
credits are syndicated by the owner into funds, which can be directly applied towards construction
loans or syndicated to an LLC. Some see this as the “selling” of tax credits for cash, which is not
accurate. Credits cannot be "sold", the owner must use the credits; however, the owner can create a
“pass-through entity”, such as an LLC or a firm that technically owns or partially owns the building in
which a tax credit has been claimed. If the owner creates an LLC or similar type of entity, then the
developer or owner would be the general partner and the LLC would be the tax-credit investor. The
LLC yields 99 percent of interest, receiving an allocated amount of tax credits.

40
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CHAPTER THREE
TENNESSEE CASE STUDIES
Most states have enacted historic rehabilitation investment incentives that parallel the federal
program to revitalize historic buildings, stimulate commerce, and create new job opportunities.
Tennessee is one of fifteen states yet to enact a state income tax credit program for historic building
rehabilitations. Every state contiguous to Tennessee has rehabilitation incentives or a state tax credit
program. Tennessee is also one of the few states that has no state income tax, but does have the
“Hall” income tax, a six percent tax on interest and dividends, which is specifically allowed by the
state constitution. The Tennessee legislature recently introduced House Bill 1474 and Senate Bill
1723 (an Act to amend Tennessee Code Annotated, Title 4, Chapter 11, Part 1; Title 56, Chapter 4
and Title 67, relative to tax credits for the rehabilitation of historic structures). If passed, Tennessee
would become the thirty-sixth state to offer a state tax credit for the rehabilitation of historic
buildings. House Bill 1474 and Senate Bill 1723 would introduce a twenty-five percent tax credit for
any certified rehabilitation. This program would mirror the federal program’s guidelines and all
rehabilitation work would follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards to be eligible for tax credit
benefits. Distribution of the credits would follow completion of all expenditures and the project’s
certification. Credits would then be disbursed in equal installments over a three-year period to the
owner.42
Tennessee’s economy and communities have benefited from the FRTCP. Even in the
absence of a state tax credit program, the Twenty Percent Federal Credit is frequently utilized. Since
the inception of the federal program in 1976, Tennessee has completed 397 certified rehabilitation
projects.43 These projects represent a total of $852 million in certified expenses. In 2011, the state
42 “Final

Report - Cover New - Tennessee-Historic-Rehabilitation-Investment-Incentive-Economic- and-Fiscal-ImpactsFull-Report.pdf,” accessed January 18, 2016, http://www.preservationnation.org/take- action/advocacy-center/additionalresources/Tennessee-Historic-Rehabilitation-Investment-Incentive-Economic-and- Fiscal-Impacts-Full-Report.pdf.
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reported nearly $16 million in certified expenses.44
Constructed with data collected from the National Park Service annual statistical reports for
Tennessee, Table 3.1 below shows the distribution of applications and expenditures from each fiscal
year beginning in 2005 through 2015, details the number of application Part 2s and Part 3s received
and approved, and lists the estimated Qualified Rehabilitation Expenditures (QRE) during Part 2 of
the application process and at the completion of the project. Part 1 of the tax applications are also
used when filing National Register Nominations. Due to their multipurpose-use, Part 1 applications
are omitted from the table because no differentiation could be made between the National Register
nominations applications and the applications continuing through the Tax Credit application process.
The estimated QRE at Part 2 is the anticipated expenditure (in dollars) for the project. Actual
expenditures, or the QRE listed in the Part 3 of the application materials, may differ from the QRE
listed in the Part 2 materials. Table 3.1 shows the QRE upon completion, thus providing the actual
cost of expenditures as opposed to the estimated cost. The varying discrepancies of the estimated
and actual expenditures can occur due to unforeseen rehabilitation complications, the stability or lack
thereof in the current economy, and many other factors.

43 “A

Future for the Past—A Comprehensive Plan for Historic Preservation in Tennessee – Thc historic-PreservationPlan.pdf,” accessed January 13, 2016, https://www.tn.gov/assets/entities/environment/attachments/thc_historicpreservation-plan.pdf. 11
44 Ibid.
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Fiscal Year
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
Total

Applications Received
Part 2
Part 3
24
20
13
13
4
7
N/A
N/A
13
8
6
9
5
4
15
4
18
10
10
14
15
8
123
97

Applications Approved
Part 2
Part 3
20
16
15
11
3
4
N/A
N/A
9
5
7
10
7
3
8
4
16
7
15
18
5
8
105
86

Table 3.1 Tennessee Statistical Report 2005-2015

Qualified Rehabilitation Expenditures
EST QRE at Part 2 EST QRE at Project Completion
$
89,064,424.00 $
5,566,526.50
$
21,344,356.00 $
1,940,396.00
$
16,109,456.00 $
4,027,364.00
N/A
N/A
$
41,319,697.00 $
8,263,939.00
$
87,949,779.00 $
8,794,977.00
$
15,925,000.00 $
5,308,333.33
$
14,430,756.00 $
11,829,153.00
$
227,572,535.00 $
15,503,515.00
$
25,375,000.00 $
30,914,517.00
$
50,554,225.00 $
30,935,838.00
$
589,645,228.00 $
123,084,558.83
*2008 Data not released

To examine Tennessee's administration of the FRTCP, three key considerations were taken
into account: the consistency of how the National Park Service and the SHPO applied the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards, the efficiency of agency response to applicant materials, and the efficacy
of the program to move projects from initial application to earning the tax credit. To answer these
questions, an analysis was made on data and other information retrieved from project files at the
Tennessee SHPO for three case study buildings. The case studies from Tennessee are: Cummins
Station and the Trolley Barns, two buildings situated in Nashville's Metropolitan district and Dortch
Stove Works, located in Franklin, Tennessee, twenty miles south of Nashville. The selection of these
buildings met the sampling parameters based on: the building’s size, 250,000 square feet or greater,
the project’s estimated qualified rehabilitation expenditures exceeding $10 million, and receipt of Part
3 Certification between fiscal years 2005-2015.
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DORTCH STOVE WORKS
Address:
Building Type:
Type of Construction:
Historic Use:
Current Use:
Gross Building Area:
Net Rentable Area:
Year Built:
Year Rehabilitated:

230 North Franklin Road
Franklin, Tennessee 37064
Industrial
Concrete & brick masonry
Manufacturing facility for stove parts
Mixed Use
310,000 SF
310,000 SF
1929-30
1997

Ownership Structure
Calvin LeHew
P.O. Box 864
Franklin, Tennessee 37065

Project Contact
Rod L. Pewit
P.O. Box 864
Franklin, Tennessee 37065

Development Schedule
Project Initiated:
Part 1
- Received:
- Approved:
Part 2
- Received:
- Approved:
Part 3
- Received:
- Approved:
Construction Date:
Completion Date:
Estimated Rehabilitation:
Estimated New Construction:
Total (QRE plus non-QRE):

August 12, 1996
September 13, 1996
September 16, 1996
September 29, 1997
September 10, 1998 (Conditional)
November 22, 2004
January 28, 2005
September 1998
November 15, 2004
$17,603,000.00
$ 400,000.00
$18,003,000.00

Figure 3.2 Summary of Rehabilitation of Dortch Stove Works 45

45

National Park Service. (Rev. 2014) Form 10-168. Historic Preservation Certification Application Part 1- Evaluation of Significance.
Dortch Stove Works. Accessed, Tennessee Historical Commission. December 2015
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Figure 3.3 Dortch Stove Works North Façade

Photo taken by John W. Evangelist

Figure 3.4 Dortch Stove Works North Façade

Photo taken by John W. Evangelist

Located in Franklin, Tennessee, the Dortch Stove Works plant opened in 1930. Renamed as
The Factory, it is situated one-half mile north of downtown Franklin, a town rich in Civil War history
and recognized for its Main Street. Strategically located, The Factory is situated between the
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Louisville and Nashville (L&N) Railroad and US Route 31, two major transportation routes leading
directly into Nashville. Sprawling over more than thirty acres, the complex of nine buildings totals
more than 310,000 square feet.46 The Atlanta architectural firm Robert and Company designed the
complex of buildings along with many other mills and factories in the south during this period.
Originally housing the Dortch Stove Works, Inc. from 1933 until 1955, the complex eventually sold
to Magic Chef, Inc.. In 1962, Jamison Bedding Company purchased the plant and continued their
operations there until 1991.47 Calvin LeHew, a local businessman purchased the entire complex in
1991 and Mr. Rod Pewitt, LeHew’s developer, spearheaded the building’s rehabilitation.
Building (1), the main factory building is from circa 1930. It is 210,000 square feet originally
U-shaped in plan. The original factory and foundry includes three circa 1935-1940 additions. These
additions are described in Section Seven of the National Register of Historic Places application as:
building (2) the original boiler room, with one 1960s addition, enclosing approximately 5,500 square
feet; building (3) a 1935 building enclosing approximately 33,000 square feet; building (4) a circa
1935-1940 shed without exterior walls of approximately 12,000 square feet; building (5) a 1935
masonry building of approximately 650 square feet; building (6) a 1960 shed without exterior walls of
approximately 2,000 square feet (non-contributing); building (7) the original water storage tank;
building (8) modern water storage tank (non- contributing); and building (9) a 1950 office building
with an addition, enclosing approximately 12,000 square feet (non-contributing).48 Except where
noted, all of the resources are contributing.” The two-story brick masonry building has factory-style
casement windows on both levels. Several loading bays are along the north façade of the building,
allowing stove products to be shipped by trucks. In addition, the loading bays located on the east

46 “National

Register Nomination,“97001438.PDF,” accessed January 11, 2016,
http://focus.nps.gov/pdfhost/docs/nrhp/text/97001438.PDF.
47 “Williamson County | Entries | Tennessee Encyclopedia,” accessed January 18, 2016,
https://tennesseeencyclopedia.net/entry.php?rec=1516
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façade are adjacent to the rail line, also allowing for easy access to ship goods by rail.49
REHABILITATION
The Dortch Stove Works rehabilitation project encountered complications from the lack of
organization and management skills of the applicant; multiple application submissions, filled with
errors, delayed the application process. This generated continuous requests, comments, and concerns
from both agencies insisting the applicant must follow precise directions and provide the requested
documentation. Discovered in the Dortch Stove Works’ file, retrieved at the Tennessee SHPO, is
correspondence from the Tennessee SHPO addressing the National Park Service in which it notates
the application’s “disorganization.” However, in the same correspondence the SHPO relays that the
owner is devoted to performing an appropriate and sensitive rehabilitation project. 50 Inadequate
response time between the property owner and developer with both agencies is seen based on the
dates of correspondence. There are lapses of weeks, months, and even years between the request for
information and receipt of the information by the National Park Service and the SHPO.
Furthermore the project ran into issues because work was undertaken prior to approval by the
National Park Service or the SHPO. This issue was recorded in the correspondence between the
applicant and the administering agencies and it is the subject of multiple amendments and comments
made by the National Park Service and the SHPO. This was a problematic sequence because for the

48

“National Register Nomination,“97001438.PDF,” accessed January 11, 2016,
http://focus.nps.gov/pdfhost/docs/nrhp/text/97001438.PDF.
49
Ibid.
50
Louis Jackson to Guy Lapsley, Date Missing, Letter in Federal Tax Credit Application file. Accessed at Tennessee
Historical Commission. December 2015
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tax credit to be issued, all rehabilitation work and preservation procedures must be reviewed first,
during Part 2 of the application, before work is to be completed. This review process seeks to ensure
that techniques and construction procedures meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation before work can commence. Fortunately, in the case of Dortch Stove Works, the
majority of work which occurred before approval was obtained did not adversely affect the existing
historic building fabric. However, the work did not meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.
This case study illustrates the importance of gaining the SHPO’s and the National Park Service’
approval before the commencement of any rehabilitation work. Rehabilitation work completed
without prior to approval results in copious amounts of paperwork for all parties, prolongs the
rehabilitation process, and ultimately leads to higher project costs.
The Dortch Stove Works property contains 10 buildings contributing and non-contributing
to the National Register Nomination. The project initiated with the majority of buildings
incorporating the same materials with little variance in the rehabilitation process. Dortch Stove
Works received preliminary determination at the beginning of the rehabilitation project for individual
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. Further evaluation was needed to meet all National
Register criteria. The National Park Service extended the scope of contributing buildings eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places in November 1994 and deemed the contributing
buildings significant under National Register standards as Criterion C, "A property associated with events
that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history, in regards to commerce and industry,”
period of significance determined to be 1933-1946.51 This was the height of The Factory’s
manufacturing of stoves and stove parts. During this period Dortch Stove Works produced stove
51

National Park Service. (Rev. 2014) Form 10-168. Historic Preservation Certification Application Part 1- Evaluation of
Significance. Accessed, Tennessee Historical Commission. December 2015
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parts for wood, gas, and coal heaters, ranges, cook stoves, parlor furnaces, and other stove products. 52
The applicant for the project proposed redeveloping the vacant Dortch Stove Works building a multiuse commercial space featuring restaurants, office and retail space. The initial estimate of
rehabilitation costs ranged between $6 and $8 million. 56 The rehabilitation work was carried out in
spaces totaling more than 300,000 square feet. The estimated construction period involved four to six
phases and a timeline for completion of four to five years.57
The SHPO received the National Register application on August 12, 1996 with the property
previously inspected by the SHPO on July 16, 1996.54 On September 3, 1996, the Tennessee SHPO
approved that the application was adequate, and in the SHPO’s opinion meet the National Register
requirements for rehabilitation. The SHPO then transmitted the nomination to the National Park
Service and made the statement, on September 4, 1996,"the property appears to meet the National
Register Criteria for Evaluation and will likely be nominated."53 Part 1 the “evaluation of significance”
was approved on September 16, 1996.55
Part 1 of the tax credit application described the existing roof system as in poor condition
testing high in asbestos as well as the roof decking disintegrating due to water damage from
leakage. Following the plan laid out and approved in the Part 2 process, workers completed
asbestos abatement on all buildings as required by building codes. A new roof system was
constructed and tied into the existing brick walls. Plans called for the salvage of the original wood
trusses and other structural beams to be reused if found to be structurally sound. The buildings
originally had sloped roofs with center gables and a corrugated tin covering. Roofers replaced the
52

Ibid.
Ibid.
54 Ibid.
55 Ibid.
56 National Park Service. (Rev. 2014) Form 10-168. Historic Preservation Certification Application Part 2 – Description
of Rehabilitation. Accessed, Tennessee Historical Commission. December 2015.
57 Ibid.
53
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existing roofs with a standoff roof over the corrugated tin, followed by R-20 insulation, and topped
with a new corrugated metal roof. Designs called for the underside system of the roof to be left
exposed displaying the historic beams and girders.58
Interior walls underwent pressure washing and sandblasting to remove lead-based paint.
With the exception of minor repairs, the exterior brick remained untouched. Drywall encapsulated
interior walls in some of the buildings. The under decking of the ceiling was pressure washed and all
steel was prepped for paint, thus encapsulating the existing lead paint. Flooring throughout consisted
of poured concrete and was left untouched during the rehabilitation, with the final covering to be
determined by future tenants.59
This multi-phase project commenced September 1996 only to receive Part 3 Certification in
January 2005, ten years later. After the project received Part 2 certification on September 10, 1998,
the rehabilitation appeared to go dormant. No evidence could be found explaining the resulting twoyear gap. Traceable in the documentation available, the project encountered schedule conflicts and
other setbacks due to inadequate communication and response from the developer to the SHPO and
the National Park Service. The SHPO and the National Park Service’s correspondence directly
references the application’s overall lack of detailed information, neglect of certain application line
items, and missing documentation such as drawings and photographs. These missing or
disorganized components of the application resulted in delays in its progress through the application
process.
Retrieved from the Tennessee SHPO, the Dortch Stove Work file contents appear in
complete disarray. The file was out of order with multiple pages of the application and other
accompanying documents missing. After days of sorting the file’s contents, the researcher extracted
a minimal amount of correspondence from both the National Park Service and the Tennessee
58 Ibid.
59 Ibid.
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SHPO. One letter addressed to the National Park Service from the SHPO describes the “mess” of
the submitted application by the applicant. Notably, the majority of correspondence was missing. By
deciphering time and date stamps on the available correspondence, letters of response could be
matched with letters posing questions. The correspondence between the parties dealt with a variety
of issues and concerns. Items such as missing photographs, the need for additional architectural
drawings, concerns of proposed window plans, and identifying inadequate or inappropriate
preservation treatments in the application were referenced in correspondence by both agencies.
On September 10, 1996, the Tennessee SHPO issued a letter to the developer in response to
the Part 2 application submission. This letter addressed a variety of issues found by the SHPO,
explaining further requirements that were to be met before Part 2 of the application could undergo
further review. Louis Jackson, the Tennessee SHPO representative who authored the letter,
indicated that the Part 2 of the application was incomplete and lacked extensive detailed information
regarding the rehabilitation plan and proposed procedures.
The SHPO addressed concerns regarding Part 2 of the application in the September 10th
letter, along with the admonishment about the lack of detail and incomplete information. A major
issue involved the proposed treatment for the floor after the removal of asbestos tiles. The
description of work listed on the application calls for the existing floors to remain and the covering
be determined by the future tenant. Detailed plans of new interior configurations also need to be
provided. The application lists the broken glass in the windows to be replaced and the metal grid
work to be scraped and painted. The SHPO inquired if the windows were to remain and if so, what
was their condition?
The September 10th letter stated that the submission of information for Part 2 Certification
for buildings 1, 2, and 13 was being proposed as a four to six phase project. However, the project
manager’s submission of Part 2 did not list all phases of the rehabilitation, a requirement that must be
provided before the office can grant approval. The letter also made reference to the requests of any
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changes to the floor plan; stating that these must be made and include the demolition or relocation of
interior partition walls and updated floor plans. When submitting Part 2, photographs of all areas
undergoing rehabilitation work must be provided and keyed into a floor or site plan. This submission
contained very few photographs which were not labeled. The floor plans and the submission of all
construction phases were incomplete or missing. In the letter’s closing, the SHPO expressed their
concern for such an extensive and large rehabilitation previewed through an incomplete and
disorganized application.
On January 23, 1998, the National Park Service issued a letter to Mr. Calvin Lehew, regarding
the submission of Part 2. The letter read that after review the National Park Service determined that
the application is still incomplete and the review is on hold until additional information is received.
The National Park Service provided a detailed list of information needed for the application to
proceed. First, the agency noted that good overall photographs of the site and its environment in its
pre-rehabilitation condition were still lacking. Photos showing views of the overall site, including the
complex itself as well as views out from the complex needed to be provided on a keyed map to give a
good idea of how the factory looks in its setting. Additionally, the National Park Service commented
on the proposed rehabilitation work for each building and that information is sometimes vague
regarding specific replacement materials and treatments. The agency emphasized that proposed areas
of work, both interior and exterior, need adequate photographs illustrating the space and its features
in addition to clear and comprehensive plans for the proposed design.
A problematic issue both agencies expressed concern over, and chose to formalize their
position on via amendments created for building 4/7, is the treatment of a building in an advanced
state of disrepair. After inspection, workers concluded that over ninety percent of the building would
be new construction, thus it was removed from the application and rehabilitation process. The
SHPO and National Park Service feared the demolition of this building might affect the properties
National Register listing; both agencies concluded that demolition was permissible and allowed it.
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The correspondence from the file allowed for a measured of efficiency by analyzing the
response rate of each the National Pak Service and the SHPO. As stated earlier, it is apparent that
some correspondence is missing; therefore gaps of time and dates cannot be accounted for. After an
examination of the available materials, it appears that both agencies processed correspondence in an
efficient manner. From the date of authorship to receivership, the time elapsed for correspondence
ranged six to eight days. However, the response time from the property owner and project manager
to the agencies occurred in longer gap ranging from six to nineteen days to reply.
In the Dortch Stove rehabilitation, each agency enforced the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards consistently, but with different application methodologies. The SHPO initiated a macro
approach to enforce the Standards. Throughout correspondence the SHPO identified large-concept
problems and focused less on specific details. The National Park Service honed in on more specific
details such as repair techniques, specific product brands of materials used for repair, and proposed
designs, defining features such as doors, windows, and exterior elevations. Both the National Park
Service and the SHPO warranted similar and justifiable concerns for the Dortch Stove Project by
applying the Standards accurately and appropriately.
The SHPO identified a number of items not conforming to the appropriate practices set forth
by the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. These included proposed landscape designs disrupting
the historic context and grounds of the property, extensive conversions of interior floor
configurations such as the addition and removal of walls, cleaning techniques which may be harmful
to the existing historic fabric, and proposed window replacements and treatments. The National
Park Service expressed similar concerns, however, their comments drew upon the more detailoriented items that the SHPO had already formalized as comments in the correspondence. The
National Park Service identified complex issues which included inappropriate treatments, repair
techniques, and possible harmful materials specified to be used during the rehabilitation. Initially, a
main concern of the National Park Service entailed work items already completed significantly
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impacting the historic integrity of the complex; namely the demolition of Building 4/7. The loss of
this building magnified the importance of reducing the loss of historic fabric through the remaining
buildings of the project. The National Park Service advised that the majority of work completed on
Building 4/7 did not meet the Secretary’s Standards and would need modification in order for Part 3
approval. Particularly the new elevator tower and the addition of an extensive porch system
constructed across the front façade significantly impacted the historic building’s integrity in a highly
visible location. The National Park Service determined the elevator tower needed to be painted a
more compatible color to blend in with the brick of the building, and the porch had to be removed to
conform with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The National Park Service also noted
concerns with the proposal for trees plantings inside the building. The National Park Service advised
that there should be fewer in number and that all trees were to be located in above-ground, built-in or
movable planters. The National Park Service also noted the coverings over exterior benches along
the front façade of the building disrupted the historic visual and recommended the coverings be
removed.
SUMMARY
After careful review of correspondence from the Dortch Stove Work’s file, findings show the
response time of both the National Park Service and the SHPO to be efficient, under the specified
thirty day response timeline in every instance. The primary delays of the project resulted from the
timeline driven by the applicant, not the National Park Service or the SHPO. Documents and other
correspondence sent from both agencies had minimal lead times, reaching the intended recipient
within acceptable courier times between geographical locations. Casual correspondence between the
agencies was sent by facsimile and expedited parts of the process. This case study revealed a slower
response rate from the property owner and project manager to the government agencies. Although the
applicant was not measured for efficiency, there exists a noticeable delay in the response time of the
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applicant to correspondence from the administrating agencies. Comparing time stamps of
documentation sent from the agencies to the applicant and the applicant’s response revealed the delay
in some instances weeks passed before the applicant responded. However, considering the amount of
requested information by each agency in their correspondence most likely resulted in the lengthier
response rate of the project manager or property owner.
Throughout the process of the Dortch Stove Work project application, the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards were interpreted consistently by the National Park Service and the SHPO. The
only difference between the agencies is how they applied the Standards. The National Park Service
focused more on the specific details of the rehabilitation. These included concerns for the proposed
replacement materials, proposed techniques for restoration, and floor plan reconfigurations. The
SHPO covered a broader base of concerns. These dealt with keeping the historical context of the
property’s landscape accurate and the impact of work already completed before approval. Both
agencies commented on similar issues and expressed common concerns throughout the process. The
two predominant issues the agencies addressed during this rehabilitation concerned the windows and
the work completed prior to approval.
The general application process completed by the property owner and developer received
scrutiny from both the SHPO and the National Park Service due to the multiple incomplete
submittals and incorrect application fields. This project encountered numerous roadblocks
throughout the project causing many delays and difficulties for all parties involved. Financial issues,
application amendments and corrections, and the overall affects of a disorganized applicant created a
time-consuming and costly project. Though a drawn-out process, rehabilitation work at The Factory
was ultimately found to meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards as an appropriate preservation
treatment of the historic property and earned a successful Part 3 Certification.
The Factory today continues to be a full-time operating multi-use space. It is home to
almost thirty stores ranging from artisan guitars, antiques, record shops, art galleries, and several
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other retailers. Many companies have located their main office or extension offices within The
Factory. Business space consists of law offices, film and design firms, record labels, and other
prominent Nashville companies. The complex also houses seven distinct venues for entertainment
available for private use, concerts, plays, and other social events throughout the year, also including
fashion shows, fundraisers, video shoots, film screenings, and much more.

60

It offers a unique and

distinctive environment for shopping, eating, and socializing, thus ensuring guests leave with a
lasting impression of these historic buildings and their new use.

60 “The

Factory at Franklin | Shops, Restaurants, and Events in Historic Franklin, TN,” accessed January 11, 2016,
http://factoryatfranklin.com/.
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Trolley Barns (WPA Garages)
Address:
Building Type:
Type of Construction:
Historic Use:
Current Use:
Gross Building Area:
Net Rentable Area:
Year Built:
Year Rehabilitated:

33 Peabody Street
Nashville, Tennessee 37210
Industrial
Concrete, stone, brick, asphalt roof
Trolley Storage Barn
Mixed Use
90,000 SF
90,000 SF
1930
2011

Ownership Structure
Phil Ryan
701 South Sixth Street
Nashville, Tennessee 37206

Developer
The Matthews Company
300 Broadway
Nashville, Tennessee 37210

Project Contact
Robert C. H. Matthews, III
300 Broadway
Nashville, Tennessee 37210

Rehabilitation Architect
Centric Architecture
2207 Crestmoor Road, Suite 200
Nashville, Tennessee 37215

DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE
Project Initiated:
Initial contact with SHPO:
Part 1
- Received:
- Approved:
Part 2
- Received:
- Approved:
Part 3
- Received:
- Approved:
Construction Date:
Completion Date:
Estimated Rehabilitation:
Estimated New Construction:
Total (QRE plus non-QRE):
Figure 3.5 Summary of Rehabilitation of Trolley Barn Data

September 29, 2009
October 1, 2009
March 12, 2010
March 17, 2010
January 3, 2010
February 11, 2011

61

November 24, 2014
March 13, 2015
February 2011
September 2011
$ 9,494,624.00
$ 5,245,437.00
$14,740,060.00

61

National Park Service. (Rev. 2014) Form 10-168. Historic Preservation Certification Application Part 1- Evaluation of
Significance. WPA Garages, Trolley Barns, Accessed, Tennessee Historical Commission. December 2015
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Figure 3.6 Trolley Barns looking north

Photo taken by John W. Evangelist

Figure 3.7 The Trolley Barns

Photo taken by John W. Evangelist

Constructed in 1930, the Trolley Barns, a municipal garage complex, is located in the Rolling
Mill Hill area of downtown Nashville, Tennessee. The Trolley Barns are one-story brick masonry
buildings retaining a high degree of physical integrity. The complex of seven brick buildings designed
in an orthogonal grid reflects the investment Nashville made in its city infrastructure and public works
`

44

during this time. The Works Progress Administration (WPA) was a federal Great Depression-era
program with its primary initiative designed to “put people to work.” Thousands of Tennesseans, both
skilled and unskilled, were employed by the WPA to construct roads, sewer systems, bridges, dams,
and buildings, including the Trolley Barns complex. The garages were specifically constructed for the
City Sanitation Department. Six of the seven original barns remain today. In 1943, the WPA was
terminated with expenditures exceeding $11 billion having employed approximately eight million
workers.62 Although coined the “Trolley Barns”, the buildings never actually housed trolley cars. By the
time of their construction, city buses had completely replaced Nashville’s trolley system. Their name
came about possibly because the barns are situated on the lot that previously housed the original mulepowered trolleys, including the “barns” for the mules.
REHABILITATION
The Matthews Company lead by Bert Matthews, based in Nashville, developed the Trolley Barns.
On March 12, 2010, the project met preliminary determination for individual listing on the
National Register by the Tennessee SHPO; however, the application noted, “further evaluation
needed to be conducted to meet all criteria.”63 After thorough review, the SHPO deemed that,
“The property appears to meet the National Register Criteria for Evaluation and will likely be
nominated individually" on February 26, 2010, and forwarded Part 1 to the National Park Service.
Concurring with the SHPO, the National Park Service determined the buildings should be listed
separately since each possessed historic significance. Therefore, the National Park Service
deemed all of the building to be “certified historic buildings” when the property was listed.64
The Matthews Company soon noted the buildings’ problematic issues. The application’s
property description presents the buildings as, “A group of city maintenance buildings in relatively
62 “Works

Progress Administration | Entries | Tennessee Encyclopedia,” accessed February 6, 2016,
https://tennesseeencyclopedia.net/entry.php?rec=1534.
63
" Ibid.
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poor condition - physical appearance: six buildings that retain a high degree of physical integrity,
including bowed steel truss roof systems, original metal frame windows, stepped parapet rooflines and
decorative brick detailing.” Little information is available regarding the buildings since the general public
did not use them. Developers scheduled the project to be completed in six phases with major
renovations including the removal of concrete masonry units (CMUs) used as infill for existing doors
and windows; replacement of missing or damaged brick on all façades; new garage doors and entrance
doors; and windows.65
Workers installed new tenant entryways in former window openings while preserving existing
windows - repairing, repainting, and re-glazing with clear glass; installing new operable interior wood
and glass storm sashes; rebuilding muntins that were missing; and repaired damaged brick sills. Some
existing windows were too far deteriorated and required full replacement. The application called for the
original wooden garage doors to be retained and repainted. Workers removed and disposed of existing
non-original metal garage doors, replacing them with a storefront system. Previous alterations of the
building(s) consisted of many non-original openings cut into the brick façade for doors or other
mechanical equipment. Workers removed all non-original door openings and filled them with
appropriate brick, along with removing existing cables and wires attached to the brick exterior. Interior
brick partitions were kept and repaired, existing CMU’s and gypsum board layers were removed.
Masons patched openings and repaired brick on the interior face of the exterior walls.
Electricians installed industrial light fixtures to match existing ones or ones that dated to the building’s
time period. The plans called for an extensive renovation of the roof system, with roofers repairing and
replacing roof decking and the removal of deteriorated insulation held in place by octagonal metal wire,
64

Louis Jackson to Sam Lingo, 13 March 2010, Letter in Federal Tax Credit Application file. Accessed at Tennessee Historical
Commission. December 2015.
65
National Park Service. (Rev. 2014) Form 10-168. Historic Preservation Certification Application Part 3 – Request for
Certification of Completed Work. Accessed, Tennessee Historical Commission. December 2015.
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otherwise known as chicken wire. Additionally, the workers installed a thermoplastic (TPO) membrane
roof system encapsulating new styrofoam insulation on top of the existing wood decking. Carpenters
repaired and restored the original bead board ceilings throughout and left the steel trusses-deemed in
good condition by the SHPO- exposed as much as possible. The original building consisted of “sloped”
concrete floor slabs. The engineers replaced the existing ones with new, “level” concrete floor slabs.
Due to the building’s vacancy and neglect over several years, the proposed plan of extensive
repairs and alterations met some opposition due to the nature of their intensity. Moderate resistance
occurred from both the SHPO and the National Park Service during the Part 2 review of the
application. Filed amendments and concerns from the agencies dealt primarily with proposed
alterations and the removal or coverings of exterior finishes and features.
Two major concerns the agencies both addressed dealt with the landscape plantings and the
new roof color. These items produced the majority of the comments from both the National Park
Service and the SHPO. The proposed landscaping, specifically the trees to be planted between the
buildings, did not meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. 67 Though not administrating authorities
for the application of the Tax Credit Program, the Tennessee Historical Commission stated their
reasoning for opposing the tree plantings: “You respect the current unobstructed site lines of the
laneways between the trolley barns by altering the current plan to concentrate proposed plantings and
street furniture around existing portals and walkway intersections and reducing the footprint of the
plantings thereby minimizing their intervention in the historic character of the laneways, whose site
lines from intersection to intersection are unobstructed.” 68 The Tennessee Historical Commission
believed the planting of the trees adversely affected the Trolley Barn’s National Register listing, fearing
the original view shed between the buildings would minimize due to the tree plantings not original to
the pathway. Further correspondence requested the proposed trees planted along Peabody and
Hermitage Avenue be removed too, keeping the historic view unobstructed. The letter also called for
softening the current visual effects of proposed sidewalks and crosswalks by choosing less obtrusive
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pavers to ensure sidewalks be flush with laneways while complying with the ADA.
From the amendments in the application smaller concerns produced the majority of
amendments aforementioned. Regarding the roof color, developer Bert Matthews stated, "the
decision for going with a white roof instead of the existing black was for energy efficiency,” the
National Park Service immediately denied the application for this color.66 The National Park
Service stated the new roof did not conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards which
required that the roof to be identical in color to the original. Originally when first constructed the
building’s had a roll-on application of black tar and paper as the roofing material. Today, black tar
is not widely used due to its low energy performance. As in Mr. Matthew’s statement the selection
of color is based on energy efficiency, enhancing the buildings’ overall energy performance to gain
LEED certification. In the end, both parties reached an agreement and a gray roof, a color
respecting the historical context and energy efficient, was chosen.
The work on this six-phase project commenced February 2011 and finished November 2015,
receiving its Part 3 Certification. Work took place over a four-year period; transforming the buildings
and grounds into multi-use facilities and recreational spaces. Similar to other files retrieved at the
Tennessee SHPO, the disarrangement of the Trolley Barn’s file hindered the research process. The
project’s application documents, correspondence between each agency and developer, among other
components had to be evaluated and dissected diligently to ensure an accurate narrative of the process.
Compared to the Dortch Stove Works and Cummins Station project files, the Trolley Barn
file is the most intact. The project is also the most recently completed of the three. An interesting
finding is that the three files can be dated by technology and format. The Dortch Stove application field
blanks are filled in by hand, the Cummins Station file by typewriter, and the Trolley Barn file by modern
computer.
After careful evaluation of the application, amendments filed, and correspondence of all
parties, it can be concluded the SHPO and the National Park Service all performed their roles
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efficiently throughout the process. Throughout the communication process, the property owner,
project manager, and architect all demonstrated excellent communication skills with the National Park
Service and the SHPO. Throughout each amendment and letters of concern received, the developer
and his associates replied swiftly with definitive answers and solutions to the agency’s concerns.
However, multiple amendments were filed during this project’s span resulting in a later deadline than
anticipated.
The meticulous application of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards by the SHPO and
National Park Service is demonstrated by the detailed amendments filed and comments produced and
demonstrates consistency between the two agencies in their interpretation of the Secretary of the
Interior Standards. The National Park Service issued the majority of the amendments, eleven total,
while the SHPO issued eight amendments. A small difference between the two agencies, the
amendments related to items such as: cleaning techniques, plantings, HVAC screening, roof color, and
signage. The National Park Service issued the majority of their amendments and concerns surrounding
the alteration, removal, or covering of exterior finishes and features. Comments from the National
Park Service suggested a lack of information from the developer to accurately evaluate the impact of
changes. These consisted of new door openings, installation of ramps, stairs, and window replacements
on major elevations not matching historic configurations, materials, or profiles. The SHPO filed four
fewer amendments than the National Park Service regarding the proposed alterations, removal, and
coverings of the Exterior finishes and features. In other categories both agencies filed an equal amount
amendments stating similar concerns.

66 Burt Matthews III. Telephone Interview. January 22, 2016
67
Burt Matthews III. Telephone Interview. January 22, 2016
68 Patrick McIntyre to Mr. Joe Cain RE: HUD ROLLING MILL TROLLEY BARN PHASE II DEVELOPMENT,
INFRASTRUCTURE, GREENWAY, AND PEDESTRIAN CONNECTION, NASHVILLE, DAVIDSON
COUNTY. June 11, 2010., Letter in Federal Tax Credit Application file. Accessed Tennessee Historical Commission. December 2015

`

49

SUMMARY
In conclusion, the Trolley Barn rehabilitation project succeeded, earning Part 3 Certification and
receiving the FRTC. Throughout the process both agencies demonstrated efficient response times and
consistency in applying the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The estimated completion date for
the rehabilitation was September of 2011. Part 3 Certification was received in March of 2015, four
years after the expected finish date, but the site opened for business in 2011. The delay in certification
is primarily due to the amendments and period of a six-phase project.
The rehabilitation of the Trolley Barns created one of the most popular mixed-use spaces in
Nashville, immediately spurring revitalization to an area which had been ridden with crime and
abandoned for public use. The National Park Service and the Tennessee Historical Commission
congratulated the owner and developer on a successful rehabilitation and the retention of historic
fabric throughout the buildings.69 The Trolley Barns contain some of the most sought-after
businesses, restaurants, and office space in Nashville. Their rehabilitation not only revitalized these
buildings but also the Rolling Hill Community. After initial investments, this community experienced
growth it had not seen in over forty years. Today, new developments, business relocation, and
restaurants have multiplied causing this community to thrive once again.

69

Louis Jackson to Sam Lingo, 21 August 2012, Letter in Federal Tax Credit Application file. Accessed Tennessee Historical
Commission. December 2015.
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CUMMINS STATION
Address:
Building Type:
Type of Construction:
Historic Use:
Current Use:
Gross Building Area:
Net Rentable Area:
Year Built:
Year Rehabilitated:

209 10th Avenue South, Nashville,
Tennessee 37203
Warehouse
Reinforced concrete & masonry
Wholesale Warehouse
Mixed Use
400,000 SF
400,000 SF
1906
1993

Ownership Structure
Henry Sender
Cummins Station, LLC.
209 10th Avenue South #325
Nashville, Tennessee 37203

Project Contact
Henry Sender
Cumming Station, LLC.
209 10th Avenue South #325
Nashville, Tennessee 37203

Development Schedule
Project Initiated:
Initial contact with SHPO:
Part 1
- Received:
- Approved:
Part 2
-Received:
-Approved:
Part 3
- Received:
- Approved:
Estimated Rehabilitation:
Estimated New Construction:
Total (QRE plus non-QRE):
Figure 3.8 Summary of Rehabilitation of Cummins Station70

October 1993
October 1993
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
May 15, 1997
July 31, 1997
$12,062,950.00
$ 322,220.00
$12,385,170.00
*Part 1 & 2 Dates were not listed on the National Park Service project status database

70

National Park Service. (Rev. 2014) Form 10-168. Historic Preservation Certification Application Part 1- Evaluation of
Significance. Accessed, Cummins Station. Tennessee Historical Commission. December 2015
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Figure 3.9 Cummins Station

`

Photo taken by John W. Evangelist
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Constructed as the longest concrete terminal building in the world, Cummins
Station formerly housed some of Nashville’s leading businesses including the Cheek-Neal
Coffee Company. Noteworthy for its size and materials, Cummins Station was the largest
wholesale warehouse in Middle Tennessee at the time of its construction reflecting
architectural aspects of the early 20th century Colonial Revival style. The large, four-story
concrete and masonry building measures 132 feet in width and 500 feet in length, totaling
almost one-half million square feet. It also includes a basement level which opens onto
railroad tracks on the west elevation. The exterior is brick veneer, currently painted “brick
red,” encapsulates the reinforced concrete building and does not carry any of the
building’s weight. Decorative elements such as flared arching can be found on the
exterior storefronts and east and west facades. Other prominent decorative features
include jack arches above the windows, prominent keystones, and a double transom
window arrangement of the storefronts. The east main façade faces Tenth Avenue South.
The building is thirty-six bays in length, with each bay separated by brick piers running the
height of the building. Above the storefront level each pier is decorated with a concrete
band. Storefronts located along Tenth Avenue South are mostly original with only a few
having been altered. Each storefront has a framed entrance door for its business. Three
main entrances are located on the east façade, each with double-doors leading to the
interior halls of the building. The west elevation of Cummins Station is similar to the east
façade. Decorative elements continue and there are fifteen light casement windows at
each floor level. The north and south elevations contain the building’s typical industrial
casement, one-over-one sash windows, but lack the jack arching and keystones of the east
and west elevations. At the roofline is a continuous concrete parapet running the length
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of the building.
Cummins Station interior is an open floor plan with concrete partition walls.
Concrete columns are found on each floor level serving as a visual and structural element of
the building’s interior. The finishes found throughout the building are primarily concrete
with the exception of some partition walls in the first and last bays, constructed of wood.
Two sets of elevators are in the building, located at the north and south ends, providing
access to all five floors.
The early years of operation at Cummins Station proved successful, and tenant
vacancies were few. It was the building which marketed itself because it was the first
reinforced concrete building in Nashville, meaning it was “fireproof” and thus lowered the
insurance rates and stock. The ideal location was another selling point, being situated
adjacent to main railroad lines which were used for the import and export of goods.
Another major selling point pertained to that fact that it was a place “where rats cannot
live,” a critical aspect in the early twentieth century. Throughout the years, Cummins
Station housed the most popular companies in Nashville and the south. Gradually as new
buildings began to be constructed during the mid-twentieth century, many tenants moved
to other, more modern locations. It was during the 1980s when the building bid farewell
to its last major occupant, the Manufacturers Warehouse Company, a distributor of
furniture and clothing.
REHABILITATION
Cummins Station consisted of a warehouse conversion into office and mixed-use
space which took place in two phases. The first phase involved the exterior and floors one,
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two and three; the second phase involved floors four and five. All proposed work for the
exterior focused on three key areas. First, the brick was stained to hide where brickwork
had been patched or was mismatched around several windows. Second, new bay doors
were installed to replace metal garage type doors, which were not original. Third, the
loading dock was re-constructed due to its intense deteriorated state. The windows were
retained, although new insulated storm windows were installed on the interior. This
resulted in the original appearance being retained from the exterior view of the building.
The interior was divided into office and commercial space.
Of the three files retrieved from the Tennessee SHPO, the Cummins Station
project file is the least complete, missing significant content. The file contains Part 1 of the
tax application, a partial Part 2 application, and two letters of correspondence from the
Tennessee SHPO. No correspondence from the National Park Service survived. During a
visit to the Tennessee SHPO the researcher questioned a representative as to how the
contents of the file became misplaced. A clear explanation could not be given. One theory
is that the age of file, improper handling and the lack of organization led to the missing
components. Due to the notable absence of information, measuring efficiency,
consistency, and the overall dynamics of the project proved challenging.
SUMMARY
The two-phase project completed over four years, earned Part 3 Certification in July
of 1997. Since the majority of the file is missing, dates and other details from Part 1 and
Part 2 of the application provided circumstantial evidence contributing to this study and the
project’s conclusion. Exhausting resources via internet searches and public forum, no
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information revealed how the roles of each party contributed to the project or any
problems which arose during the rehabilitation process.
Because the project earned Part 3 Certification the administering agencies and the
applicants must have met at least minimal threshold of efficacy throughout the process.
The file contained no amendments and the duration of the rehabilitation process from Part
2 until the project received the credit lasted four years. Compared to other projects in this
study it can be speculated that minor issues occurred throughout both phases of
rehabilitation and the process completed within a standard time frame. The only concern
noted in the file is a comment in correspondence by the SHPO regarding the application of
masonry stain. However, the SHPO concluded it did not warrant denial of the project and
allowed the stain to be used hiding mismatched brick campaigns.
Successfully earning Part 3 Certification, the rehabilitation of Cummins Station
most likely experienced setbacks similar to other projects. Following its peers, there is the
possibility of amendments, the response rates of parties involved, and applicant-side
hurdles slowing the rehabilitation process, although these speculations cannot be accounted
for by documentation or other evidence.
Cummins Station continues to be a spotlight of success for community
revitalization in Nashville and a precedence having influenced other similar projects. As
one of Nashville’s most premier addresses, Cummins Station offers unique office, retail,
restaurant, and recreational space. The revitalization of this building directly attracted more
than 140 diverse businesses to a "business community" at Cummins Station. The building
boasts a professional atmosphere for public companies and an artistic and creative space
for photographers and designers. Cummins Station has also received LEED-ND Gold
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Certification by the United States Green Building Council.

CHAPTER SUMMARY
Tennessee has limited incentives for the rehabilitation of historic properties. The
Tennessee Historical Commission offers a grant to qualified applicants, with the selection
process based on project type. Priorities for these grants are measured on the plan A Future
for the Past: A Comprehensive Plan for Historic Preservation in Tennessee.7113 This plan
identifies areas experiencing rapid growth and development possibly threatening cultural
and historically significant sites and buildings throughout Nashville. Ideal projects identify
and document historic districts, structures, buildings, sites, and other historical objects
significant to the history of Tennessee, prior to 1965. Also included in the plan are surveys
recording geographical locations signifying major historical events. The grant is a matching
grant, reimbursing up to sixty percent of the approved project costs; however, the
remaining forty percent is not covered and must be matched by the grantee. Until
Congress passes the federal budget, the exact amount of the grant is unavailable.
The three case studies presented in this chapter offer only a glimpse into the
administrative process of the Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program in Tennessee.
Although the three case studies were selected for commonality based on several
parameters, the rehabilitation process for each was found to be subjective and inherently
different. A multitude of rehabilitation projects utilizing the FRTC has been completed
across the state. The overall goal of this study is to determine the efficacy, efficiency, and

71 “Federal

Preservation Grants - TN.Gov,” accessed February 19, 2016,
https://www.tn.gov/environment/article/thc- federal-preservation-grants.
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consistency demonstrated by the National Park Service and the SHPO during the
rehabilitation process. The two factors analyzed for each case study, efficiency and
consistency, describes the administration of the application process and how each agency
enforces the Secretary of Interior’s Standards. This study found that the National Park
Service and the Tennessee SHPO demonstrated exceptional response time relaying their
comments, in addition to filings amendments and addendums within the appropriated
thirty-day period. The only case to experience an inefficient process was the Dortch Stove
Works project. However, this project’s inefficiency is a direct result of the applicant. The
project manager’s untimely responses, insufficient or inaccurate information provided on
the application, and other negligence’s led to the project’s inefficiency, not either
administrating agency’s response rate.
This chapter also examined the consistency in which each agency applied the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. By comparing amendments and comments from each
project, issued by both agencies, a pattern is observable. A chart in Chapter Five represents
the comments and amendments produced most often and by which agency. These case
studies illustrate that the National Park Service and the Tennessee SHPO enforced the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards consistently throughout each of the three case studies’
proposed rehabilitation work. The agencies addressed similar concerns. Issues producing
frequent comments by the agencies related to paint colors, inadequate site photographs, the
lack of detailed drawings, improper cleaning techniques, compromising landscape additions,
and window treatments.
The National Park Service and the Tennessee SHPO diligently communicated with
project managers and property owners to encourage and establish appropriate measures
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ensuring a successful and appropriate rehabilitation. The dialogue produced by the National
Park Service and Tennessee SHPO with the property owners and developers appears to
have established a relationship. This encouraged a healthy line of communication and
respect during the application process for all parties. Overall, the National Park Service and
the Tennessee SHPO was consistent when enforcing the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards in Tennessee. Additionally, these agencies are efficient in their responsiveness.
The success of these projects along with others has indirectly led to an increased
volume of tax credit projects in Tennessee. According to the National Park Service analysis
and statistical report, Tennessee’s approval of Part 3 applications have grown in each fiscal
year. Developers have stated that the Tennessee SHPO provides tremendous assistance
throughout the tax credit application process as well as the National Park Service reviewers.
These projects represent Tennessee’s architectural heritage and it is because of their
rehabilitation that Tennesseans can preserve more of Tennessee’s historic architectural
fabric.
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CHAPTER FOUR
SOUTH CAROLINA
Unlike their counterparts in Tennessee, South Carolina legislators have embraced
incentive programs and tax credits for the rehabilitation of historic buildings. In 1976, the
South Carolina legislature amended the tax code to include a state income tax credit for
historic rehabilitations. This tax credit would incentivize the rehabilitation of historic
properties rather than favor demolition.114 The act created a twenty-five percent and a ten
percent state tax credit for the rehabilitation of any certified historic structure, with the
twenty percent credit applied specifically to residential buildings and the ten percent credit
for any income producing property. These tax credits can be joined with the Federal
Twenty Percent Tax Credit, allowing an owner or developer to maximize their reduction of
taxes owed. In 2002, South Carolina adopted a state Historic Rehabilitation Incentives Act.
Lawmakers inferred that direct spending on materials and construction labor recycled
within the state generates income for companies and individuals which supply these goods
and services throughout the rehabilitation.115 In 2013, South Carolina’s General Assembly
secured passage of the South Carolina Abandoned Buildings Revitalization Act.116 A new tool in
South Carolina’s preservation initiative and economic development efforts, the Abandoned
Buildings Revitalization Act incentivizes private investment of abandoned or vacant

73“Act

No. 229 - south_carolina_act_229_073014.pdf,” accessed April 12, 2016,
http://www.novoco.com/historic/resource_files/related_state_htc_docs/south_carolina/Income%20Produci
ng%20Tax%20Credit/south_carolina_act_229_073014.pdf.
74“hpEconomicsbooklet.pdf,” accessed February 11, 2016,
http://shpo.sc.gov/pubs/Documents/hpEconomicsbooklet.pdf.
75 “2013-2014 Bill 3093: Abandoned Buildings Revitalization Act - South Carolina Legislature Online,”
accessed March 13, 2016, http://www.scstatehouse.gov/sess120_2013-2014/bills/3093.htm.
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buildings in downtown areas.
The South Carolina Abandoned Buildings Revitalization Act encourages the rehabilitation,
renovation, and redevelopment of empty storefronts, returning the building back to use for
the community.117 The legislation defines an abandoned building into the following criteria:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

The building cannot be used as a single-family residence.
The building must be at least sixty-six percent vacant for a minimum of five years.
The building must be non-operational for income-producing purposes.
The investor using the tax credit may not be the owner at the time of abandonment.
If the building has been listed on the National Register for Historic Places and used
solely for storage or warehousing, it can be deemed abandoned.118

To qualify for the South Carolina Abandoned Building tax credit, the investment threshold
must meet the following tiered stipulations:
1. $250,000 of investment in communities with a population greater than 25,000
2. $150,000 in investment if the population is between 25,000 and 1,000
3. $75,000 in investment if the local population is less than 1,000
South Carolina has thus provided a considerable array of incentives for the
rehabilitation of historic buildings. Two options of tax credits are available, each invoking
specific parameters for tax credit qualification. The investor(s) can opt for either an income
tax credit or a property tax credit.119 If choosing the income tax credit, the Department of
Revenue must be alerted, this is done by filing a Notice of Intent to Rehabilitate. The
income tax credit is capped at $500,000 and cannot exceed twenty-five percent of
rehabilitation expenditures. This credit is disbursed over five years beginning with the tax

“SC Abandoned Buildings Revitalization Act,” accessed August 15, 2015,
http://www.masc.sc/pages/legislative/sc-abandoned-buildings-revitalization-act.aspx.
118 Ibid.
119 Ibid.
117
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year the building is placed into service. The taxpayer cannot claim any other income tax
credit incentive programs South Carolina offers, such as the Textile Communities
Revitalization Act or Retail Facilities Revitalization Act credits, if the credit is claimed. 120
Figure 4.1 below summarizes the National Park Service’s statistical analysis reports,
recording Part 2 and Part 3 application submissions and the estimated qualified
rehabilitation expenditures of all projects in South Carolina from 2005 to 2015 utilizing the
federal tax credit.

2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
Total

Applications Received
Applications Approved
Part 1 Part 2 Part 3
Part 1 Part 2 Part 3
21
7
8
20
5
9
30
13
5
29
15
4
17
14
9
16
9
6
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
13
7
9
9
3
8
11
7
4
11
10
6
3
2
6
2
2
5
13
6
3
13
4
3
17
14
1
15
9
0
26
15
10
25
16
7
23
17
11
19
15
13
174
102
66
159
88
61

Qualified Rehabilitation Expenditures
EST QRE at Part 2 EST QRE at Project Completion
$
18,202,492.00 $
2,022,499.11
$
3,578,352.00 $
894,588.00
$
46,554,927.00 $
7,759,154.50
N/A
N/A
$
66,214,918.00 $
8,276,864.00
$
12,068,461.00 $
2,011,410.00
$
12,536,733.00 $
2,507,346.60
$
5,989,955.00 $
928,015.00
$
72,477,010.00 $
$ 101,296,190.00 $
33,689,897.00
$ 113,637,358.00 $
26,605,134.00
$ 452,556,396.00 $
84,694,908.21

Table 4.1 South Carolina Statistical Report 2005-2015 121

120

Ibid.

“Annual Report for Pdf.indd - Tax-Incentives-2005annual.pdf,” accessed January 11, 2016,
http://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives-2005annual.pdf.,“Annual Report.indd - TaxIncentives-2006annual.pdf,” accessed January 11, 2016, http://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/taxdocs/taxincentives-2006annual.pdf., “Annual report07.indd - Tax-Incentives-2007annual.pdf,” accessed January 11,
2016, http://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives-2007annual.pdf.,“Annual report08.indd
- Tax-Incentives-2008annual.pdf,” accessed January 11, 2016, http://www.nps.gov/tps/taxincentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives-2008annual.pdf.,Ibid.,“Tax-Incentives-2009annual.pdf,” accessed January 11,
2016,http://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives-2009annual.pdf., “Annual Report 10
Final.indd - Tax-Incentives-2010annual.pdf,” accessed January, 2016, http://www.nps.gov/tps/taxincentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives-2010annual.pdf.,“Annual Report 11 Final.indd - Tax-Incentives2011annual.pdf,” accessed January 11, 2016, http://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives2011annual.pdf.,“Annual Report fy2012 Bg.indd - Tax-Incentives-2012annual.pdf,” accessed January 11, 2016,
http://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives-2012annual.pdf.,“Annual Report fy2013.indd 121
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If investors choose the property tax credit, the city or county must be alerted by
filing a Notice of Intent to Rehabilitate. The city or county council must then determine by
a vote if the project is eligible. Following their decision, the council then holds a public
hearing and approves the project for the credit by ordinance. All affected taxing entities
must be notified forty-five days prior to the public hearing. If there are no objections filed
by the hearing date, the local taxing entity automatically consents to the tax credit. The
Property Tax Credit equals twenty five percent of the actual expenditures, but it is capped
so that the credit cannot exceed seventy five percent of the real property taxes of the
building. Credit is disbursed over an eight-year period commencing the first year the
building is in service. The South Carolina Abandoned Buildings Revitalization Act does have a
sunset clause. Unless new legislation is passed, the program will terminate in 2019. 122
To examine South Carolina’s success rate with the FRTCP, the three same key
considerations were taken into account. The consistency of how the National Park Service
and the SHPO applied the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, the efficiency of their
response time. To answer these questions, data and other information retrieved from
project files at the South Carolina SHPO was collected for analysis.
The three case studies from South Carolina are Monaghan Mill, Granby Mill, and
Oakland Mill. These buildings met the studies selection parameters: the building’s size,
250,000 square feet or greater and the project’s estimated qualified rehabilitation

Tax-Incentives-2013annual.pdf,” accessed January 11, 2016, http://www.nps.gov/tps/taxincentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives-2013annual.pdf.,“Stat Report fy2014.indd - Tax-Incentives2014statistical.pdf.”,“Annual Report fy2015.indd - Tax-Incentives-2015annual.pdf,” accessed January 23, 2016,
http://www.nps.gov/tps/tax-incentives/taxdocs/tax-incentives-2015annual.pdf.
122
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expenditures exceeding $10 million.
MONAGHAN MILL
Address:
Building Type:
Type of Construction:
Historic Use:
Current Use:
Gross Building Area:
Net Rentable Area:
Year Built:
Year Rehabilitated:

201 Smythe Street Greenville,
South Carolina 29611
Industrial
Brick masonry
Textile mill
Multi-family residential
479,000 SF
479,000 SF
1900
2005

Ownership Structure
H. Pace Burt Jr.
201 Smythe Street
Greenville, South Carolina 29611

Project Contact
Mark Harris or Amanda Randall
201 Smythe Street
Greenville, South Carolina 29611

Development Schedule
Project Initiated:
Part 1
- Received:
- Approved:
Part 2
- Received:
- Approved:
Part 3
- Received:
- Approved:
Construction Date:
Completion Date:
Estimated Rehabilitation:
Estimated New Construction:
Total (QRE plus non-QRE):

June 2005
January 27, 2005
April 6, 2005
December 5, 2005
December 22, 2005 (Conditional)
February 9, 2009
February 27, 2009
August 2005
May 2006
$18,296,374.00
$1,349,731.00
$19,646,105.00

Figure 4.2 Summary of Rehabilitation of Monaghan Mill Data 123

National Park Service. (Rev. 2014) Form 10-168. Historic Preservation Certification Application Part 1Evaluation of Significance. Monaghan Mill. Accessed, South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office.
February 2015
123
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Figure 4.3 Monaghan Mill, Greenville, South Carolina

Photo taken by John W. Evangelist

Established in 1900, Monaghan Mill is located in Greenville, South Carolina. First
cousins Lewis Wardlaw Parker (1865-1916) and Thomas Fleming Parker (1860-1926)
developed the mill. Their grandfather, Thomas Fleming, provided financial support for the
construction of the mill, leading the cousins to name it after his native Irish county,
Monaghan.
The Parker cousins envisioned a grand mill complex, including a mill village. The
village they created is referred to as a model of “enlightened paternalism.” Monaghan Mill
became not only a place to work but also a community for workers to live in and raise a
family; most needs were met within the village. A school, church, medical clinic, and the
first YMCA made the village an model community, thus giving great incentive to the mill
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employees.124 Unlike other mills, Monaghan only employed workers over the age of twelve.
At this time, child labor was prevalent and a major issue.125
Situated on 325 acres, the mill is located just west of downtown Greenville along the
Reedy River. The mill is designed by Lockwood, Greene and Company, one of the largest
twentieth century architecture firms in the United States designing textile mills. Monaghanis
one of eleven South Carolina textile mills designed by the highly reputed firm. The doors
opened in 1901 with 25,000 spindles and $450,000 in capital.126 It grew successfully within a
short period of time. In 1903, the mill expanded its production, incorporating 35,000 more
spindles and increasing its capital to $700,000 while primarily producing print cloth and
other dress goods such as shirting and shade cloth. The mill employed over 700 workers,
while the mill village numbered 1,800, mostly consisting of the workers’ families. 127
Over time, Monaghan Mill experienced many difficulties, primarily consisting of
economic hardships and the increase of imported foreign cloth. Although the mill endured
many hardships throughout the twentieth century, it always rebounded with vitality;
however, by the 1970s American textile companies became more modernized, reducing the
number of employees needed to fulfill the operations of the mill.128 The lack of positions
forced individuals seeking employment to leave Greenville and move elsewhere for work.
Soon the village fell into poor condition due to the lack of employees in need of housing.

August Kohn. The Cotton Mills of South Carolina. Spartanburg, SC: Reprint, 1975, pp. 130
Ibid. pp. 181-83
126
James McDowell Richardson. History of Greenville County, South Carolina: Narrative and Biographical.
Spartanburg, SC: Reprint, 1980, pp. 99-100, 249-53.
127
August Kohn. The Cotton Mills of South Carolina. Spartanburg, SC: Reprint, 1975, pp. 181-83
128
Archie Vernon Huff Jr. Greenville: The History of the City and County in the South Carolina Piedmont. Columbia:
University of South Carolina Press, 1995. Pp. 350-54
124
125
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Monaghan continued production of cloth until 2001 when it closed its doors. The mill
demonstrated great vitality until its closure, outlasting the majority of textile mills in the area
and most mills of this era.
Rectangular in plan, Monaghan Mill is a four-story brick masonry building. A sixstory tower is located on the north façade, which contains the main entrance. This building
consists of steel frame windows set in segmental openings indicative of the factory-style.
Decorative elements include segmental arches above the windows and stringcourses on the
tower cornice. The interior is an open floor plan. Cast iron columns support the weight of
the floor above which once contained the textile machinery.
Monaghan Mill is a prime example of early, twentieth century, southern mill
architecture. The multi-story linear brick building incorporates multiple window bays and
other large openings for entrances and exits. At the time of renovation, many of the original
windows still existed, although a large majority of the openings had been filled with brick. In
spite of the window infill and other “substantial alterations over time,” the SHPO deemed
the mill eligible for the National Register of Historic Places under “Criterion A” because of
the role Monaghan Mill played in the economic development and the textile industry in
Greenville County. The SHPO stated that the mill retains much of its character and is a
prime example of a twentieth-century textile mill.
The landscape of Monaghan Mill features many unique aspects which the
rehabilitation design retained and improved, including the existing mature dogwood trees
surrounding the front lawn. A new entrance and parking area was proposed which worked
around the dogwoods and wrapped around the building while also joining an existing
parking lot on the south side of the property. The new parking lot consists of seventy-two
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parking spaces, necessary to meet applicable zoning codes. The design also retained,
refurbished, and replaced sections of the original wrought iron fence surrounding the north
and west sides of the property.

REHABILITATION
On January 27, 2005, the South Carolina SHPO received Part 1 of the application
for Monaghan Mill. Following the approval of Part 1, the developer submitted Part 2,
December 5, 2005. The SHPO issued conditional approval on December 22, 2005. The
proposed rehabilitation for the building’s exterior included updates to the existing
architectural elements and the overall building envelope. Part 2 of the application proposed
extensive work on the mill’s interior. These alterations in addition to new construction
elements allowed for the conversion of the mill into 182 living units. The new design
features and proposed rehabilitation work laid out in the Part 2 application were sensitive to
the existing interior and exterior historic elements.
The interior brick is described to be in good condition although having previously
been sandblasted; the brick in the stairwells however was encapsulated by lead-based paint.
The rehabilitation work specified for the brick to be left exposed issuing no plans for any
interior masonry repairs. The application describes the loading docks as in good condition
and suggests it was to be retained as utility docks for future household and building
maintenance use. The application states the building’s cornice is in a state of deterioration
with paint chipping and staining. The plans proposed to clean the cornice using Sure Klean,
a restoration cleaner, then it is to be caulked, primed, and repainted.
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The mill’s exterior brick is listed in good overall condition and was to be cleaned and
repointed, as needed, using an appropriate and compatible mortar matching the original in
texture and color. The brick located on the outbuildings was also listed in good condition,
but rehabilitation plans propose removing sections of brick for new window openings.
The first floor entrance to the mill is described as in relatively good condition with
the exception of the original front door, which is recorded as missing. Using historical
photographs of the mill, Part 2 proposed a new door to be constructed replicating the
original and to match the new windows in framing and material. All of the original windows
in the main building were removed in 1940. Aluminum framed thermal-pane windows were
proposed for these existing openings. The design implements double hung sashes with nine
over nine light configurations to match the original historic windows. The windows at the
southwest and southeast bathroom towers are also described to be in either a deteriorated
condition or completely missing. These openings were also to receive new windows to
match the historic configuration and aesthetics. Any existing windows with frames still
present were to be repaired if needed, cleaned, and re-glazed with a clear thermal-pane glass.
An additional exterior fire stair was proposed, fulfilling a required to meet current fire codes.
The existing fire stair was noted to be in good condition so no work was proposed. The
roof was asserted to be in good condition, having a slight pitch, and internal scupper boxes.
No work was needed or proposed.
Three original elevators are located in the mill and were documented in poor
condition and furthermore did not meet modern codes. The design proposal implemented
new elevators replacing the old ones but utilizing the original shafts and door openings. The
new design proposed an eight-foot wide corridor down the center, with entryways for each
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living space off of the corridor, and the corridor partition walls finished with painted sheet
rock. The corridor walls were to rise from the floor to the ceiling, allowing the historic
elements of the ceiling to be exposed. Interior stairways are listed in good condition with
the exception of the walls being covered in lead-based paint. Treatment of the stairways
listed on the Part 2 application include: the walls to be scraped and then encapsulated with
latex paint, newel posts and handrails to be hand scraped and sealed, landings to be filled
with concrete and carpeted over, and the stair treads cleaned and repainted. Several original
fire doors exist throughout the mill, although covered in lead based paint and chipping, they
were in relatively good condition. These were to be cleaned and repainted, matching the
original finish. The original heart pine columns were all in good condition with the
exception again of the peeling, lead-based paint. These were to be lightly sandblasted
removing any paint and raised grain to re-create a finish resembling the original. The plans
proposed a new HVAC and plumbing system, with HVAC ductwork exposed in all living
units and corridors thus reducing damage to the historic fabric. The the existing heart pine
and maple floors were to be capped with a 2.5’’ layer of concrete meeting local code, and
then carpeted for reduced noise transmission.
The submission of Part 2 outlined the proposed rehabilitation work and treatments,
including many comments and concerns from the South Carolina SHPO. In the application,
“Vague description,” “landscape important,” “site plan shows changes,” and other
statements of concern are noted by the SHPO. Eventually the SHPO determined all
rehabilitation work and procedures proposed did meet the Standards for Rehabilitation. The
SHPO provided positive feedback for design features and rehabilitation techniques issuing
statements such, “The new aluminum windows are very good representations of the historic
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wood sash that were missing at the time the project started” and “ The unfortunate
sandblasting of wood features that was accomplished prior to SHPO and NPS involvement
has been mitigated in a manner that returns a smoother finish to the “blasted” features.”129
Compliments of the remarkable openness and layout of the building, especially
considering the building’s end use also were acknowledged. The SHPO did deny the location
of the swimming pool because it did not meet the Standard’s number(s) 1, 2, and 5. The
original plan, proposed the construction of the pool to be in the front lawn of the building.
The SHPO stated this potentially might alter the public perception of the building originally
being a historic industrial property. Historically, no pool would be found at the front of the
main mill or even at the site. The development team and the SHPO both reached an
agreement to relocate the pool at the rear of the building, hidden from view. The SHPO
commented on the final amendment regarding the pool, “We believe the pool is located in a
compatible location and of a compatible design and materials.” The SHPO forwarded the
application to the National Park Service recommending certification of the project,
commending the development team for an outstanding and well-executed project.
The SHPO did appear to be more involved than the National Park Service during
the project, citing many discrepancies in Part 2 of the application. However, the SHPO’s
role, by default, is to be the first point of contact for review of the application. Then the
SHPO forwards the application to the National Park Service for additional review. The
SHPO’s early comments and requests for amendments for proposed rehabilitation work
reduces the issues and discrepancies that the National Park Service must address. This

129
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allows the National Park Service to audit the SHPO’s review ensuring they are performing
their duties correctly, and allows the National Park Service to issue additional comments or
concerns the SHPO may have overlooked.
During the course of the rehabilitation process, the applicant filed two amendments
generating concern from the SHPO and the National Park Service. The first amendment
filed May 26, 2006, proposed three additional items: a new pool on the site, changes to the
ceiling at exit corridors, and revisions to the design detail of the historic structural columns.
The SHPO believed that the details for the partitions and exit corridors met the Standards,
however the pool did not, citing that it alters the historic approach of the mill complex. The
SHPO recommended denial of the proposed amendment. A second amendment filed two
years later, July 11, 2008, revised the pool’s location on the landscape plan, positioning it on
the backside of the property out of sight from the main entrance. After careful
consideration the SHPO approved the revisions by the developer and complimented the
redesign. The agency awarded accolades to many aspects of the proposed work such as the
new aluminum windows and their excellent representation of historic windows, the interior
layout and its openness, and the mitigation techniques which returned a smoother finish to
the “sandblasted” features.
After the review of Part 2, the National Park Service issued preliminary
determination for the project on December 22, 2005. Preliminary determination indicates
that the project meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, with the
stipulation that certain conditions are met. The National Park Service requested that all
interior masonry and wood features be retained. It was also required that these features that
existed in any public spaces or corridors between apartments be repainted to create a finish
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compatible with the historic character of the building’s interior. Upon completion,
photographs must be provided along with a Request of Certification of Completed Work.
The National Park Service made clear this preliminary determination does not extend to site
improvements and landscape work, details yet to be submitted by the developer for review
to either agency. Correspondence from the National Park Service attached to the
application explained how federal regulations require all projects to be evaluated in their
entirety. Since the landscape and site work was not included, a future review by the National
Park Service and SHPO was required to approve any proposed work or work completed up
to that point. If it were to be discovered the rehabilitation work had not meet the Secretary’s
Standards, the approval could have been overruled. Upon the project’s completion, the
National Park Service and SHPO congratulated the developer on the overall rehabilitation
work. The SHPO, surprisingly, had many compliments for the applicant, especially in
regards to the windows.
Monaghan Mill’s file retrieved at the South Carolina SHPO contained little
correspondence. Only two letters of correspondence existed, both addressed from the
National Park Service to the developer. One letter confirmed that the property meets the
National Register Criteria for the evaluation and is to receive Part 1 approval. The second
letter relates to the work in Part 2 and issues preliminary determination for the proposed
work upon which certain conditions must be met to receive Part 3 Certification.
Correspondence between the South Carolina SHPO, the National Park Service, and
the developer proved to be an efficient process with few gaps in communication. The
SHPO received a partial Part 1 November 1, 2004 with the remaining information received
December 12, 2004. After their review the SHPO transmitted Part 1 to the National Park

`

73

Service two months later on January 26, 2015. No evidence or documentation suggested as
to why it took the SHPO two months to review Part 1 and forward it to the National Park
Service. Other projects in this study had much shorter review periods for Part 1 review.
The SHPO received Part 2 of the application in June 2005 from the developer. However,
the SHPO requested additional information before a complete review and approval could
take place of Part 2. The developer submitted Part 2 three times to the SHPO for the
additional information requested to complete Part 2; the SHPO received its final requested
information November 28, 2005, five months later. The additional information requested by
the SHPO consists of detailed descriptions of proposed work, rehabilitation techniques,
basis for designs, and additional questions involving intricate details, likely took adequate
time to answer.
This file contained a unique document among the case study project files
investigated: a copy of the first submission of the Part 2 application with handwritten notes
by the SHPO reviewer. The notes record the reviewer’s suggestions and concerns for each
proposed work item. Extremely insightful, the notes produced a narrative detailing specific
work items or designs proposed during the rehabilitation. The reviewer commented on
almost all work items, leaving notes such as “vague description” or “type of cleaning
techniques.” The notes elaborated on details such as demolition work, cleaning methods,
paint treatments, and new designs, which the reviewer requested the basis for each design.
These notes helped to fill the gaps of missing correspondence from the SHPO. Perhaps this
reviewer deemed it more efficient to send the developer a marked-up copy of the Part 2
submission detailing each line item rather than a letter.
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The rehabilitation work at Monaghan Mill finished in 2006, however the project did
not receive Part 3 Certification until February 2009, three years later. No correspondence
referenced this three-year lag. A better documented delay in the progress occurred with then
Part 2 of the application had to be submitted three times, which resulted in many set backs
and delays. These delays were due to waiting periods on information requested by the
SHPO and two amendments filed by the applicant regarding design changes. These factors
most likely contributed to the delay in receiving Part 3 Certification, as the changes
presented in the amendments triggered additional review from both agencies and required
changes to work items by the developer.
Considered a successful rehabilitation for earning Part 3 Certification, Monaghan
Mill experienced delays similar to other projects. In this case, the developer drove the
extended timeline. However, it took the SHPO two months to submit Part 1 to the
National Park Service. Overall, the National Park Service and the SHPO demonstrated
efficient communication amongst themselves and the developer.
Today the Lofts of Greenville in the former Monaghan Mill create a unique “historic
apartment” community atmosphere. The apartments are at one hundred percent occupancy.
The Lofts offer many features while also being a catalyst of local development surrounding
the mill. The developer, Pace Burt, donated six adjacent acres to the city of Greenville of
which now has been incorporated into a park. The park consists of an event venue, green
space, and walking trails. The mill also helped to expand local businesses in Greenville
during and after construction. Situated in an area that had become stagnant in growth and
development, the mill has revitalized the surrounding area with another close-by mill being
rehabilitated which is scheduled to open in the Summer of 2016.
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GRANBY COTTON MILL
Address:
Building Type:
Type of Construction:
Historic Use:
Current Use:
Gross Building Area:
Net Rentable Area:
Year Built:
Year Rehabilitated:

340 Heyward Street Columbia,
South Carolina 29201
Industrial
Brick masonry
Textile mill
Residential
252,000 SF
330,000 SF
1897
2005

Ownership Structure
Greg Webster
1411 Walnut Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107

Project Contact
Patrick Hauck, Powers & Co., Inc.
211 N. 13th Street. Suite 500
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107

Development Schedule
Project Initiated:
Part 1
- Received:
- Approved:
Part 2
- Received:
- Approved:
Part 3
- Received:
- Approved:
Construction Date:
Completion Date:
Estimated Rehabilitation:
Estimated New Construction:
Total (QRE plus non-QRE):
Figure 4.4 Summary of Rehabilitation of Granby Cotton Mill Data

June 2004
September 13, 1999
October 13, 1999
February 3, 2005
March 17, 2005 (Conditional Approval)
March 1, 2007
April 3, 2007
March 2005
March 2007
$22,000,000.00
$1,000,000.00
$23,000,000.00
130

National Park Service. (Rev. 2014) Form 10-168. Historic Preservation Certification Application Part 1Evaluation of Significance. Granby Cotton Mill. Accessed, South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office.
February 2015
130
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Figure 4.5 Granby Mill Front Facade

Figure 4.6 Granby Mill

`

Photo taken by John W. Evangelist

Photo taken by John W. Evangelist
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The Granby Cotton Mill and Village located in Columbia, South Carolina, is located
one-mile south of the South Carolina State House. Construction of the mill, situated on a
hill overlooking the banks of the Congaree River, commenced in 1897. Designed by W.B.
Smith Whaley, Granby Mill consists of over one hundred structures. One of the first
technologically advanced mills in Columbia, South Carolina, Granby Mill became the first
cotton mill in South Carolina powered by hydroelectricity produced off-site. Similar to other
mills of its time, the design of Granby Mill included a self-sustaining village overseen by the
mill management. Organized in a standard grid pattern, the village provided housing for the
workers and their families. The village, although similar to other mill villages, developed its
own identity due to the absence of pre-determined village boundaries. Whaley’s inclusion of
unique aspects in this mill design reflected his in-depth study of the cotton industry during
his time in the Fall River Valley of Massachusetts.
Granby mill prospered, increasing both its output of goods and considerable
employee base through its early years. The mill offered multiple employee incentive
programs. Whaley recognized the need for more housing for workers who had no families.
Whaley’s new endeavor in housing was a boarding house equipped with modern
conveniences that housed women on the second floor and men on the first. Mill owners
developed similar ideas like this to encourage workers without families to remain loyal to the
mill. Ownership of Granby Mill changed frequently. Different owners sold off the
operative houses to investors or individuals. Mill workers had first pick to buy these houses
at a fair price, making the mill into a mortgage holding institution as well.
Granby Mill is a four-story monochrome brick masonry building constructed in the
Romanesque Revival style. Architectural elements consist of buttresses and exterior
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fenestration features at regular intervals, including belt courses, corbeling, and round headed
segmental arches. The front façade features two elaborate five-story towers, similar to other
Whaley designs having arched windows and entrances. A cornice separates the fourth and
fifth tower levels. The interior of the mill consists of an open floor plan which
accommodated the vast rows of textile machinery.

THE REHABILITATION
Submitted September 13, 1999, Granby Mill’s Part 1 application came many years
before any planned rehabilitation. The Part 1 application submitted in 1999 placed the mill
on the National Register. On February 3, 2005, the South Carolina SHPO received Part 2 of
the FRTC application. A month and a half later on March 17, 2005, the SHPO issued
conditional approval for Part 2 with stipulations and forwarded the application to the
National Park Service stating, “This application is being forwarded without recommendation.” This
statement is often used by the SHPO when they cannot support approval of the work. The
SHPO requested that the National Park Service conduct an in-depth review of the proposed
rehabilitation project – a conversion of the mill into apartments, with a design plan retaining
the entirety of the mill, its historic additions, the existing trees, and other historic landscaping
elements original to the site.
The plans proposed the removal of modern additions, such as a one-story addition
and an attached loading dock projecting from the front façade of the mill. Incorporated into
the design, the site plan includes a 288-space parking lot, a one-story outdoor recreation
facility with tennis and basketball courts, and a swimming pool. The plan proposed the new
facility and additional features, illustrated on the site plan, situated on terrain just below the
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backside of the mill. This location minimizes the impact of the new construction, ensuring
sensitivity to the mill’s historic context and surrounding landscape.
The team documented interior and exterior masonry elements of the main mill
recording them in good condition, documenting little deterioration and few structural cracks.
Part 2 proposed the masonry work to be cleaned, removing any soot, deposits, and staining
on the brick. The cleaning method proposed was a cold pressure washing not to exceed
600psi administered with a fan tip nozzle. This is a mild technique to ensure no damage to
the historic materials.
In 1958 the original wood windows were removed and the openings blocked up
using CMUs and insulation with a brick veneer masonry on the exterior. Prior to the
rehabilitation work, the development team discovered one original wooden window inside
the building. Documenting the window, architects replicated a design for replacement
windows to match the originals. The plan proposed to remove the cement block infill,
repairing or replacing in kind the jambs and sills, and implement new windows throughout
the building to reflect the historic design. The original doors at all elevations had previously
been replaced with modern, double-leaf and single-light aluminum doors; the plan replaced
these with historically accurate paneled wood doors with divided light transoms. The plan
proposed a new main entrance at the south elevation thus providing access to the new lobby
through three sets of, wooden, double doors with transoms.
The design team stated that the roof needed to be repaired and replaced as necessary,
ensuring all materials match the existing finishes. Previously, rooftop additions housed large
enclosed HVAC ducts and air filtrations systems. The new plan removed these with no
plans to re-implement any large cooling towers or additions to the roof. However, the plan
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proposed other small-scale equipment for the roof that was to be set back from the roof’s
edge as much as possible to minimize visibility.
Granby Mill’s interior is an open floor plan with exposed longleaf pine posts and
beams for the structural support. The floors are tongue-and-groove rock maple, with the
exception of the basement which is poured concrete. Plans for the proposed rehabilitation
retained all of the wood floors, leaving them exposed in all public and private spaces. Also,
the plan called for any floor damage to be repaired or replaced in kind and afterwards all
floors were to be refinished.
The SHPO received the first submission of Part 2 on August 26, 2004. However,
the SHPO sent three requests to the applicant for additional information; on September 24th,
December 7th, and December 22nd, 2004. On January 13, 2005, almost five months from the
first submission, the SHPO received their complete request of information. Eighteen days
later on January 31, 2005 the SHPO transmitted the application to the National Park Service
indicating the project meets preliminary approval and attaching conditions to be met. With
the transmission the SHPO requested an in-depth National Park Service review. The
National Park Service received the application for review February 3, 2005. After a month
and a half of review, the National Park Service determined the project to meet the Secretary
of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation if certain conditions were met, signed March 17,
2005. This first review by the SHPO service is deemed efficient with an eighteen day
response time. The SHPO did have a shorter review process than the National Park Service,
but the National Park Service did a more in-depth review, requested by the SHPO. The
National Park Service was inefficient in their timeline, exceeding the thirty day specified
timeline by two weeks. Both agencies reviewed the application and responded in an
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appropriate amount of time, perhaps given the volume of work, but only one agency met
their charge, in each instance of correspondence and response with a one month review
timeline. The other inefficiency in this submission is the multiple requests for additional
details and information requested by the SHPO – which the applicant is responsible for
producing.
The SHPO received the second submission of Part 2 February 24, 2006. Once
more, on April 5, 2006, to which the SHPO requested additional information. The SHPO
did not transmit this application to the National Park Service until one year later, on
February 27, 2007. It was during this time that the applicant filed two project amendments,
resetting the cock for review for the SHPO with each new submission. The evolving
information in the form of revised Part 2 applications and project amendments are most
likely the cause for the one-year gap. The developer filed an amendment on June 20, 2006
and again on October 5, 2006. After review of these amendments, on October 27, 2006, the
SHPO forwarded both application amendments to the National Park Service for an
additional in-depth review determining they met the Standards only if the outlined
conditions are met. The National Park Service received the applications October 31, 2006.
After a one-month review, the National Park Service determined the project amendments
met the Secretary’s Standards for Rehabilitation if the attached conditions are met, and
shared their determination in a document dated November 28, 2006. On February 27, 2007,
the SHPO transmitted the second and final submission of Part 2 to the National Park
Service. One week later, the National Park Service also received a request for Part 3
Certification. The National Park Service determined that the work met the Standards and
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the rehabilitation was consistent with the historic character of the property. On April 11,
2007, the SHPO received the approved Part 3 Certification from the National Park Service.
Overall, the SHPO and the National Park Service communicated efficiently with one
another and the applicant throughout the process regarding amendments and concerns. The
developer did have issues with Part 2 of the application and getting the additional requested
information to the National Park Service and the SHPO. These requests dealt with
proposed work items such as windows, bay openings, and designs of interior spaces.
However, in a timely manner all parties worked diligently to ensure each work item, design,
and techniques used met the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.
The Granby Mill received Part 3 Certification on April 3, 2007. Both agencies
interpreted the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards consistently. During the review process,
the SHPO and the National Park Service issued similar concerns and stipulations, strictly
directed to the proposed work and alterations of the historic fabric and character defining
features. The SHPO articulated most of the conditions and concerns, resulting in multiple
amendments to be filed in order for the project to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation. Both agencies commented on the lack of details in the
application for proposed work items, techniques, and materials. The National Park Service
and the SHPO expressed the most concern during this project towards the proposed work
at a 1958 rear addition regarding the bay openings. Additional concerns included adjacent
new construction, extensive site work, and the demolition of secondary structures.
Part 2 of the application received much scrutiny from the SHPO and the National
Park Service undergoing several addendums and amendments before both agencies issued
approval. First received by the SHPO on August 26, 2004, their initial evaluation addressed
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many concerns. The SHPO believed the proposed window schedule and its designs are not
consistent or compatible with the historic nature of the original windows. The applicant
provided two windows designs proposing clear glazing, a low-E microscopically thin,
transparent coating. The application of this coating reduces infrared rays and helps to reflect
heat. A concern of the SHPO’s is the low-E coating might produce a visual appearance
different than that of the original historic windows. Other requests by the SHPO include
additional details of how the new ceilings were to be implemented between the existing
beams and other structural elements. In addition, the SHPO notes the site plan for the
proposed landscaping were not yet available. After the SHPO’s evaluation they
recommended preliminary approval of the project if the above requests and concerns were
met.
Received by the SHPO on October 5, 2006, a second submission amended work to
Part 2. This amendment dealt mostly with the developer proposing to repurpose fifty-eight
bays at a 1958 addition located at the rear of the mill. Historically, this addition did not have
a full enclosure system, it housed mechanical systems, at the time a modern convenience for
the mill. A louvered shutter system implemented at different intervals within the bay
openings allowed ventilation for the equipment. At the time of construction in 1958 the
remaining bays with no louvered system received a recessed brick infill – to appear as if
windows once existed. Upon the start of the rehabilitation, the majority of the in fill had
been demolished. The remaining fifty-two bays retained approximately three-and-a-half feet
of masonry. Since the rehabilitation converted the building into apartments, the developer
proposed removing the remaining masonry and implementing a new louvered shutter system
for the openings to allow the entrance of light. However, due to exponential costs of this
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system, the developer proposed a new plan, to leave the bays open and convert the area into
an outdoor four-story “porch” for the tenants. The SHPO indicated that any new work at
the exterior of the rear addition must be compatible with the historic industrial character of
the mill. They ruled this proposal incompatible due to its vast difference in architectural
characteristics and physical use in comparison to the mill’s historic context and original use.
However, the SHPO did believe that the first submission proposing the louvered shutter
system retained the historic characteristics of the mill and is appropriate. The SHPO
forwarded their review to the National Park Service with conditional approval.
The National Park Service received the application twenty-six days later on October
31, 2006. After reviewing this matter, the National Park Service approved the application
provided that certain conditions are met. The National Park Service stated that an
“outdoor” space is not a compatible treatment for this area. The National Park Service
presented two solutions to the developer: the bays must be fitted with a shutter or louver
system as originally planned in the first submission of Part 2 or implement new windows
compatible with the historic character of the building. For either option, the National Park
Service requested detailed drawings to be submitted for review and approval prior to any
work.
The third and final formal Submission of Part 2, is missing from the file. However, a
handwritten note titled “Granby Part 2 – Take 3,” records the comments and concerns from
the SHPO. The reviewer states there is still no detailed description for the windows. This
documents approves the proposed masonry work. Other requests from the SHPO include
the site plan for the proposed landscaping, an elevation drawing of the louver system, and a
section drawing of the ceiling showing the sheetrock between the beams and partitions.
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Rehabilitation work on Granby Mill commenced February of 2005 and the project
received Part 3 Certification in April 2007, two years later. Granby Mill now offers living
spaces with historic charm and modern amenities. Spacious floor plans retain the wood
floors, twenty foot ceilings, and respect the historic character of the once used spaces for
cotton production.
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OAKLAND MILL
Address:
Building Type:
Type of Construction:
Historic Use:
Current Use:
Gross Building Area:
Net Rentable Area:
Year Built:
Year Rehabilitated:

2802 Fair Avenue
Newberry, South Carolina 29108
Industrial
Brick masonry
Industrial textile mill
Multi-Family residential
279,624 SF
279,624 SF
1912
1999

Ownership Structure
Misty West
P.O. Box 734
Newberry, South Carolina 29108

Project Contact
Misty West.
P.O. Box 734
Newberry, South Carolina 29108

Development Schedule
Project Initiated:
Part 1
- Received:
- Approved:
Part 2
- Received:
- Approved:
Part 3
- Received:
- Approved:
Construction Date:
Completion Date:
Estimated Rehabilitation:
Estimated New Construction:
Total (QRE plus non-QRE):

June 2004
December 7, 2009
December 10, 2009
February 18, 2010
March 18, 2010 (Denied, but appealed)
May 7, 2014
August 8, 2014
January 2010
December 2013
$25,214,431.00
$2,233,879.00
$27,448,310.00

Figure 4.7 Summary of Rehabilitation of Oakland Mill Data 131

National Park Service. (Rev. 2014) Form 10-168. Historic Preservation Certification Application Part 1Evaluation of Significance. Oakland Mill. Accessed, South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office.
February 2015
131
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Figure 4.8 Oakland Mill Northeast Façade

Photo taken by John W. Evangelist

Figure 4.9 Oakland Mill southeast façade

Photo taken by John W. Evangelist
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Located in Newberry, South Carolina, Oakland Mill became a major player in South
Carolina’s textile industry during the early twentieth century. Constructed between 1910 and
1912, it is one of over 50 mills Lockwood, Greene, and Company, a prominent Boston
engineering firm, designed throughout South Carolina. 132 The mill was constructed with
capital equaling over $400,000 all funded by local investors.133Oakland Mill opened its doors
August 8, 1910. The Mill was “modernized” under the new ownership of the Kendall
Company in 1925. The modernization was the introduction of new factory equipment.
Over the years, the mill underwent many expansions as a product of its immense financial
success. Expansions took place in 1949-50, 1950-51, 1964-1965, and 1966. High volume
production resulted because the mill had the best equipment and could afford to upgrade the
equipment when needed. Like many mills in the early twentieth century, Oakland employed
hundreds while providing a village of houses for their workers and families, and it became
the financial cornerstone of Newberry, South Carolina. Oakland Mill suspended operations
and shutdown the facility in the 2000s; it was the last mill to close in Newberry.
The main mill is a four-story brick masonry structure constructed in a rectangular
plan in Romanesque Revival style. The linear building is situated in a northwest-southeast
direction with the main façade (southwest) facing Fair Avenue. Originally, the building
consisted of recessed brick courses which created a uniformed pattern and vertical rhythm.
Segmented arched windows are spaced at regular intervals, articulating each bay. Originally
the mill was organized into nineteen bays in length and spanning twelve bays in width. The

Robert E Dalton. and John E. Wells., The South Carolina Architects, 1885-1935: A Biographical Dictionary,
Richmond, VA: New South Architectural Press, 1992. Pp. 107-112
133 The Greenville News, October 2, 1947.
132
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primary entry was located on the main façade, six bays up from the northwest façade. Today
two brick towers are located on the southwest façade, which were added in 1964.

REHABILITATION
The project received preliminary certification in November 2009 and construction
commenced January 2010 after a short appeal process. Design plans transformed the mill
into multi-family residential housing. The application recorded that the majority of the brick
was in excellent condition and required minimal repairs. All interior brick was sandblasted in
preparation for painting, with appropriate mortar specified for any repointing as needed.
The windows on the northwest elevation of the mill had been filled with brick, so the
proposed rehabilitation work included removing the infill brick and adding new aluminum
windows to match original configuration. Interior stairwells are described to have peeling
paint which was to be treated by scraping the loose paint to prepare the surface and
encapsulating the well adhered portions with a latex paint. The ceilings were to receive the
same treatment. The floors of the mill were recorded in good condition; recommendations
included repair as needed with the floors being sanded and sealed with a matte finish. Some
concrete floor areas were cleaned and carpeted. New HVAC, electric, and plumbing systems
were installed. Each living unit and corridor was to have exposed HVAC ductwork to
minimize damage to the historic fabric. A total of ten amendments were issued during this
project dealing with the removal of the loading docks, new window locations, and
replacement windows. A concern for the SHPO was the proposal to sand blast the interior
brick. An on-site visit by the SHPO confirmed that if completed in a sensitive manner with
no noticeable erosion to the historic brick this treatment would be approved. The work did

`

90

meet the Secretary’s standards, but the SHPO did not encourage additional sandblasting or
other abrasive cleaning in the future. The National Park Service did not comment on the
SHPO’s decision to proceed with this cleaning technique. It is possible the National Park
Service agreed with the SHPO, that a mild application of sandblasting to the extensive
interior areas could best mitigate the lead paint causing little or no harm to the historic
fabric. This usually ill-advised technique to preservation rehabilitation work met approval by
the SHPO after deliberation, and received no particular heightened scrutiny recorded by the
National Park Service.
Oakland Mill experienced a variety of hurdles, primarily from the South Carolina
SHPO through its application process. Part 2 of the tax application, initially denied, resulted
in a complicated appeal process due to the proposed work and the installation of new
windows. The area of concern was a portion of the building that had been added on early in
the history of the mill. This part of the building was originally constructed with no exterior
windows, but a series of blind windows mimickingthe fenestration pattern of the original
mill building. The rehabilitation work proposed adding new windows to match the historic
casement windows on the adjacent original mill building where the blind windows were on
the addition. However, the SHPO stated this proposal drastically altered the mill’s original
historic appearance. This proposed alteration did not meet the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards and ultimately lead to the denial of Part 2 by the SHPO. The applicant appealed
the SHPO’s decision based on the argument that apartment units must have windows to
provide light. When consulted, the National Park Service reviewer issued concern, but felt
the matter should receive additional review. Ultimately, the appealed decision reached the
director of appeals at the National Park Service. After much debate, the director himself
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approved Part 2 on appeal. The director sided with the applicant and approved the brick
infill be removed and allowed the installation of new windows which replicate the mill’s
original casement windows.
After the appeals process, the SHPO did not comment further on amendment one,
the cause of the appeal. They did however provide comments and recommendations for the
remaining amendments, two through ten. In an appeal letter by the SHPO dated July 26,
2010, amendments two through four and six through ten received support. These items
consisted of: new roofs for the paint and storage buildings, a new roof for the office
buildings, sandblasting at the interior, retaining existing ramps, additional spaces in the 1955
apparatus tower, deletion of the proposed wellness center, and painting at exterior surfaces
to match adjacent masonry. The SHPO recommended that amendments two through four
and six through ten be approved. However, they recommended a condition for amendment
five. This condition related to the boiler house ensuring the visible portions of the roof
maintain a compatible historic character with the roof of the main mill.
To complete the Phase Advisory request, the SHPO visited the property on June 15,
2012. The SHPO complimented the overall work and its compatibility with the historic
character of the mill; applauding the historic design of the new windows. The SHPO stated
the exterior work consisting of eave repairs and masonry repairs appeared compatible.
Like the other applications in the study, minimal correspondence existed for the
Oakland Mill project, so commentary on the application and amendments made up for the
missing record of correspondence. The file contained only two letters, both from the
National Park Service. Perhaps the most important letter dated August 8, 2014 came directly
from the Chief Appeals Officer, John A. Burns. His review determined all of the
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impediments occurring during Part 2, including the subsequent amendments, had been
resolved. This letter granted the project Part 3 Certification, reversing the March 18, 2010,
decision of the denial in certification of the rehabilitation. In closing, Mr. Burns stated that,
by Department of the Interior regulations, his decision is the final administrative decision
regarding the certification of the rehabilitation.
The SHPO received Part 1 of the application November 17, 2009. Less than a
month later the National Park received it on December 4, 2009. On December 10, 2009 the
National Park Service approved the Certification request. The SHPO first received Part 2
on February 18, 2010, however one month later after their review they denied the
application. Regarding the ten amendments throughout the two phases of the project; both
agencies responded to all amendments within the appropriated thirty-day period. In
addition, the developer acted swiftly and efficiently at requests of both agencies to provide
additional information. The SHPO received the second submission of Part 2, after the
repeals process, four years later on May 6, 2014. After the SHPO received the additional
requested information sporadically on May 16th, June 27th, and June 30th, the SHPO reviewed
Part 2 then transmitted the application to the National Park Service July 15, 2014. Officially,
on July 31, 2014, the National Park reviewer signed off on Part 3 Certification. Throughout
the project all parties communicated efficiently. The four-year gap is the time in which the
appeals process occurred. The file contained no official documentation of the appeals
process, it is only mentioned in the notes and comments on the application.
Considered a successful Tax Credit project for earning Part 3 Certification, Oakland
Mill continues to boast its original historic characteristics. The units offer spacious living
areas, long leaf pine flooring, exposed beams, and towering ceilings.
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CHAPTER SUMMARY
South Carolina is a state which recognizes the need for preservation. This is
demonstrated by the state’s multiple incentive programs and state legislation introduced for
the protection, preservation, and rehabilitation of historic properties. From state income tax
credits for historic rehabilitation projects, the South Carolina Abandoned Buildings Revitalization
Act, and the Historic Rehabilitations Incentives program, these programs and incentives
which have catalyzed the rehabilitation of historic buildings and properties across the state,
including the ones in this study.
The three case studies presented in this chapter represent only a fraction of South
Carolina’s historic buildings preserved and rehabilitated having utilized the FRTCP. By
leveraging the FRTCP and other state incentive programs, developers, investors, and
preservation-minded individuals have rehabilitated endangered buildings, while stimulating
the surrounding local and state economy’s.
Consistency of the SHPO and the National Park Service’s application of the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and the agency’s efficiency in response times were
analyzed to determine if both agencies are performing their jobs and duties appropriately.
Efficiency for each project is measured by the response time from when correspondence is
received to when it is answered. By examining time stamps of correspondence from the
National Park Service and the South Carolina SHPO, referencing amendments, concerns, or
technicalities, the conclusion is drawn that the SHPO and the National Park Service have
acted efficiently in nearly all instances.
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This study found that the National Park Service and the South Carolina SHPO both
fulfilled their roles appropriately enforcing the Secretary’s Standards. Throughout each
project examined, a multitude of issues and challenges arose for the developers and the
agencies. Similar to the case studies in Tennessee, windows, detailed information of
proposed work, additional photographs, and landscape elements generated the most
comments and concerns from the SHPO and the National Park Service. The only issue that
arose in this study affecting the validation that both agencies applied the Standards
consistently is the sandblasting technique at Oakland Mill the SHPO approved. It can be
speculated that since the did advise the sandblasting to be mild, it could be justified.
However, in many other cases sandblasting is not approved and is a known technique that
can be highly destructive to the substrate.
These projects represent a fraction of properties in South Carolina which have been
rehabilitated and put back into use. The evidence concluding that the program is effectively
administered by the SHPO and National Park Service is found in the numbers of
applications which begin verses finish the FRTCP application process. South Carolina has
seen an increased volume of tax credit projects indirectly form the success of these projects
along with others throughout the state. In addition, the National Park Service analysis and
statistical reports indicate that South Carolina’s approval of Part 3 applications has grown
each fiscal year.
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CHAPTER FIVE
ANALYSIS & CONCLUSIONS
This thesis assesses the administration of the Twenty Percent Federal Rehabilitation
Tax Credit by the State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPO) in South Carolina and
Tennessee between 2005 and 2015. Created by Congress in 1976, this program has been
one of the nation’s most effective historic preservation tools, leveraging more than a $78
billion investment in historic buildings. Since 1976, this program has certified over 40,000
historic property rehabilitations, created an estimated 2.36 million jobs, and acted as a
catalyst in the revitalization of numerous communities across the country. Experience
shows that FRTCP projects stimulate economic growth in areas of economic stagnancy. As
a result of the success of this federal program, more than thirty states have followed the
leadership provided by the FRTCP and enacted their own incentive programs each of which
mirrors FRTCP rules and regulations. Local organizations, property owners, and developers
have made the Twenty Percent Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credit as one of the nation’s most
powerful historic preservation tools. By providing an alternative to demolition, the FRTCP
has generated new life in thousands of historic buildings.
Despite the success and popularity of the FRTCP and the financial incentives it
provides, detractors maintain that the program is an obstacle to the rehabilitation process.
Critics of the program have argued that the FRTCP process is burdensome, charging that
the administration and application process is time-consuming and requires extensive,
detailed plans and budgets. It is true that each step of the FRTCP application process
involves precise planning, attention to best rehabilitation practices, and timely
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communication. Thus, if articulation of rehabilitation plans and goals are not clear and
issues or concerns are not jointly addressed, delays in processing the application ensue.
Central to the assessment of the administration of the FRTCP in South Carolina and
Tennessee, this thesis addressed three criticisms leveled at the FRTCP: (1) the FRTCP
process extends project timelines, (2) the administration of the FRTCP is inefficient due to
the response rates of administering agencies; and (3) the SHPOs along with the National
Park Service may not consistently apply the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.
The thesis developed and applied three measures to assess the administration of the
FRTCP in South Carolina and Tennessee. The first, efficacy, was a measure of the success
rate of tax credit applications that achieved final SHPO and NPS certification. The second,
efficiency, measured the administrative process principally by analyzing the pace of
approvals and responses to submissions. The third measure, consistency, evaluated the
application of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards by SHPO and NPS officials.
To fulfill the objectives of this study, six case studies were conducted for successful
tax credit projects, three in Tennessee and three in South Carolina. Two of the Tennessee
case studies, Cummins Station and the Trolley Barns, are situated in Nashville’s metropolitan
core. The third Tennessee project, Dortch Stove Works, is located twenty miles south of
Nashville in Franklin, Tennessee. The case studies for South Carolina were Monaghan Mill
located in Greenville and Granby Mill in Columbia, projects in large urban centers, and
Oakland Mill in Newberry, a project in a smaller city. All six case studies met three criteria:
(1) square footage of the building exceeded 250,000 square feet; (2) estimated qualified
rehabilitation expenditures were $10 million or greater; and (3) Part 3 Certification was
secured between fiscal years 2005-2015.
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This study applied a variety of methodologies for the collection and evaluation of
data, most of it compiled from public sources and the files of the SHPO offices in South
Carolina and Tennessee. These sources included annual statistical and fiscal reports
produced by the National Park Service retrieved from its website. Interviews with and
SHPO staff contributed valuable insight to the application of the FRTCP in the two states.
Site visits to all six case study projects provided a better understanding of the scope of the
projects as well as completed rehabilitation of the buildings, their settings and current use.
This study focuses on the inner workings of the FRTCP to better understand the
administrative processes employed in by the SHPOs and the National Park Service. While
this study revealed much about the intricacies and complexities of the FRTCP, its primary
goal was to measure the overall efficacy of the program, the efficiency of the administrative
processes, and consistency in the application of standards promulgated by the National Park
Service (the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation) and applied by the SHPO
and NPS.
Efficacy in South Carolina and Tennessee was determined by two measures. Success
was defined as completion of all three parts of the FRTCP application and final certification
for the issuance of credits by the National Park Service. Certification acknowledges the
project met the criteria set by the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards which are enforced by
the National Park Service and the SHPO. The ratio of projects which began the application
process and earned Part 3 Certification provided the primary measure of efficacy.
Completion rates were also produced for each part of the application.
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The assessment of efficacy revealed a high Part 3 Certification success rate in both
states. Graphs which summarize data reported in the National Park Service’s annual
statistical reports from fiscal years 2005 through 2015 support the overall finding of the
efficacy of the FRTCP. Figures 5.1 – 5.4 depict the Part 1, 2, and 3 application submissions
from fiscal years 2005 to 2015. These graphs compare projects earning Part 3 Certification
to the number of projects which began the FRTCP application process. This comparison
established an overall rate of FRTCP success and efficacy in each state. In Part 2 of the
application process, South Carolina received 102 applications; eighty-eight gained approval.
From the eighty-eight projects receiving approval, sixty-six moved on to Part 3. Of the 102
applications, fifty-nine percent or sixty-one applications received Part 3 final project
certification. In Tennessee, of 123 Part 2 applications received, 105 gained Part 2 approval.
Of these, ninety-seven moved forward to Part 3. Out of ninety-seven applications, eightysix or sixty-nine percent received Part 3 Certification. By totaling the Part 2’s of applications
submitted to each state (figure 5.1) and dividing them by Part 3 certified approvals (figure
5.4), a completion rate for each state is produced. For Tennessee, ninety-seven of the 123
Part 2 applications submitted received Part 3 certification, resulting in a certification rate of
78.8 percent. In South Carolina, 61 projects of the 102 submitted received Part 3
Certification, resulting in a 59.8 percent completion rate.
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Part 2 Applications Received
140
120

Projects

100
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40
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0
Part 2 R* TN

2005
24

2006
13

2007
4

Part 2 R* SC

7

13

14

2008

2009
13

2010
6

2011
5

2012
15

2013
18

2014
10

2015
15

Total
123

7

7

2

6

14

15

17
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Table 5.1 Part 2 Applications Received

*2008 Data not released

PROJECTS

Part 2 Applications Approved

Part 2 A* TN

2005
20

2006
15

2007
3

Part 2 A* SC

5

15

9

2008

2009
9

2010
7

2011
7

2012
8

2013
16

2014
15

2015
5

Total
105

3

10

2

4

9

16

15

88

Table 5.2 Part 2 Applications Approved
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* 2008 Data not released
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PROJECTS

Part 3 Applications Recevied

Part 3 R* TN

2005
20

2006
13

2007
7

Part 3 R* SC

8

5

9

2008

2009
8

2010
9

2011
4

2012
4

2013
10

2014
14

2015
8

Total
97

9

4

6

3

1

10

11

66

Table 5.3 Part 3 Applications Received

*2008 Data not released

PROJECTS

Part 3 Applications Approved

Part 3 A* TN

2005
16

2006
11

2007
4

Part 3 A* SC

9

4

6

2008

2009
5

2010
10

2011
3

2012
4

2013
7

2014
18

2015
8

Total
86

8

6

5

3

0

7

13

61

Table 5.4 Part 3 Applications Approved
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*2008 Data not released
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While it was not the purpose of this study to measure the economic impact of
FRTCP projects in South Carolina and Tennessee, tax credit rehabilitation projects in the
two states had demonstrable effects. Figure 5.5 summarizes the Qualified Rehabilitation
Expenditures (QRE) in South Carolina and Tennessee between 2005 and 2015.

EST QRE at
Completion TN
EST at Completion
SC

Table 5.5 EST Qualified Rehabilitation Expenditures at Completion

*2008 Data not released

The pace of approvals through the three-part FRTCP process and rate of SHPO and
NPS responses to submissions provided measures of the efficiency of the FRTCP process.
In addition to the measure of success provided by the ratio of submitted to certified
projects, the files for each case study provided additional measures of efficiency. SHPO
case files contained information in the form of official responses to FRTCP application
forms, the issuance of SHPO and NPS commentary, and notifications of approvals and
denials. A critical measure of efficiency was the number of days that passed between SHPO
receipt of Part 2 of the application, completion of state-level review, and referral of the
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application to the National Park Service for federal review. Analysis of this rate of response
with which the SHPO and the National Park Service responded to applicant submission and
the issuance of commentary measured whether or not the two SHPO offices maintained
mandated schedules. Efficiency in this study was defined as agencies approving or denying
application submissions, including their commentary, within the mandated thirty-day period.
To determine the efficiency of the agency’s review process, each case study submission date,
the date the application was received, and any related correspondence, was plotted.
Correspondence dates provided a measure of how quickly SHPO officials responded to
applicants.
This study found that the FRTCP program and its administration operates efficiently
and does not unreasonably delay project timelines. By examining transmission dates from
project applications, specifically the date received and the date of response, a measure of
efficiency could be generated. Both SHPOs and the National Park Service responded to all
correspondence and application documents within the mandated thirty-day period.
Analysis of the pace of correspondence and the recommendations contained in both
SHPO and NPS reponses concluded that any inefficiencies in the process was the fault of
the applicant, not the agencies. A majority of application delays were the result of project
denials caused by incomplete or missing information. Other delays arose when the plans for
the proposed rehabilitation did not meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. If the
submission was denied, it is the applicant’s responsibility to mitigate the violations in an
appropriate and timely manner. Each project in this study experienced delays due to
application denials. However, in each denial the National Park Service or SHPO provided
positive mediation recommendation to remedying the shortcoming. This study found that
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most applicants heeded the agencies’ advice and responded to their recommendation. Once
completed the application was resubmitted and usually approved without delay. However,
one project in this study, Dortch Stove Works, experienced numerous delays which
stemmed from denials of submissions. The denials were a result of the developer not
following the precise directions issued by the SHPO and the National Park Service. The
other case study applicants agreed to SHPO and the National Park Service recommendations
promptly.
The success of the FRTCP depends on maintaining an efficient partnership between
the SHPOs and NPS reviewers. Evaluated as a process, communication between the the
SHPOs in South Carolina and Tennessee and NPS reviewers was efficient and fluid
throughout the review and certification of the six case studies.
This study also assessed the consistency with which the federal and state reviewers
applied the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. The Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards are the regulatory measures, or best set practices, prescribed for the
FRTCP. It is the partnership between the SHPO and the National Park Service that
enforces these measures through the two-tier approval process tended by the SHPOs and
NPS reviewers. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation set forth
essential guidance and criterion for the FRTCP projects while the review process creates a
shared responsibility to enforce the Standards. Having two parties to interpret and enforce
these guidelines thus provides a procedural and regulatory safety net for review of FRTCP
rehabilitations.
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This study found that the South Carolina and Tennessee SHPOs and the National
Park Service apply the Secretary’s Standards consistently. The consistency in application of
the Standards was found by conducting a cross-comparison study of the states and each
project. By evaluating the amendments and commentary from each project’s Part 2 review,
raw data proved both agencies enforced the Standards consistently. In each state and
throughout the cross-comparison study no contradictory statements or disagreements could
be found in the case study files between the SHPO and the National Park Service.
Figure 5.6 below summarizes review comments for each case study during review of Part
2 of the application. SHPO and HPS comments fell into five categories: (1) Plans,
Drawings, Photos; (2) Additions Removal or Significant Landscape Changes; (3) Alteration,
Removal or Covering of Interior Finishes or Features; (4) Alterations, Removal or Covering
of Exterior Finishes or Features; and (5) Overall Site or Site Plan. Allocating comments by
agency, Figure 5.6 lists the project, the agency which issued comments and amendments, and
comment subject matter. Most amendments, correspondence, and comments came from
the SHPO (highlighted in yellow) rather than the National Park Service (highlighted in
green). Major findings commonly found included: alterations to significant landscape
features, alterations to exterior finishes or features; and alterations to interior finishes or
features.
Comments issued during review of Part 2 of the six case studies, and summarized in
Figure 5.6, drew attention to consistently observed weaknesses in plans, lack of information,
and proposals for treatments deemed inappropriate application of the Secretary of Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation. Comments in the category of Plans, Drawings, and Photos pointed
to the need for additional elevation drawings, missing or incomplete photos, additional
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drawings requiring specific details, and other technical issues, for example blueprint
elevations too small for review. Comments for the Additions, Removal, or Significant Landscape
Changes drew attention to Non-compatibility of proposed treatments with the historic
character of the building; plans which obstructed historic alleyways and site lines; failure to
show parking areas on proposed site plan; vague descriptions of the proposed landscape
plan; and selection of pavers and curb details. In the category of Alteration, Removal, or
Covering of Interior Finishes or Features official comments suggested alternatives to floor leveling
which violates the Secretary’s Standards; the conversion of a boiler room into a theater;
blocking windows; improper remediation of lead-based paint; concern for the cleaning
technique of interior wood features; and compatibility of new interior features with the
historic character of the building. Commentary in the Alteration, Removal, or Covering of the
Exterior Finishes or Features focused on the lack of information to evaluate the impact of
changes; revisions for door infill and bay openings; installation of new roofing to retain
historic visual character; masonry cleaning techniques; cornice cleaning techniques; and
window replacements.
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Comment Category

Specifics

Trolley Barns
Cummins Station Dortch Stove Works Monaghan Mill Oakland Mill Granby Mill

Plans/Drawings/Photos
Elevation drawings were not provided as requested and photos do not cover proposed changes

NPS P2

SHPO P2

No design of new door and basis for the design

SHPO P2

SHPO P2

Detailed drawings needed

SHPO P2

Elevations too small to review proposed windows

SHPO P2

SHPO P2

Additions, removal, or significant changes to the Landscape
Proposed landscaping must be compatible with the historic character of the building

SHPO P2

Respect current unobstructed site lines; reduce plantings in historic laneways

SHPO P2

Eliminate planting plots to maintain the open sense of historic alleyways

NPS P2

New parking areas, site plan does not show

SHPO P2

SHPO P2

SHPO P2

Vague description of landscape, site plan shows changes

SHPO P2

Plantings must be immediately adjacent to buildings and low in height, trees must be confined to perimeter of property

NPS P2

Revised proposal describing kinds of plants

NPS P2

Alter current plan to demarcate edges of current sidewalks while preserving ADA compliance

SHPO P2

The new pool located in the front "yard" has the potential to alter public perception of this building as a historic industrial property
Choose larger and less obsrutive pavers to soften the current visual effect of the proposed sidewalks and crosswalks

NPS P2
SHPO P2

Alteration, removal, or covering of significant INTERIOR finishes or
features
Floor leveling is probelematic in terms of Secretary's Standards, but is not clear as to how extensive the proposal is

NPS P2

Conversion of boiler room into a theater; a new non visible wall to be build with CMU and painted

SHPO P2

Eliminate step and create a greater slope at entrance

SHPO P2

Standard #2 not met, the new wall blocks windows which are a primary feature of the interior; windows must have an operable treatment

SHPO P2

SHPO P2

What kind of treatment for removing lead based paint

SHPO P2

Concern of cleaning interior wood features

SHPO P2

New interior features must be compatible with the historic character of the building

SHPO P2

SHPO P2

SHPO P2

Alteration, removal, or covering of significant EXTERIOR finishes or
features
Lack of information to evaluate the impact of changes regarding new door openings, ramps, stairs, and

NPS P2

Revisement of garage door infill, bay openings, coverted windows

NPS P2

Doors

NPS P2

New roofing must retain the histoirc visual charcter of the building

SHPO P2

SHPO 2
SHPO 2
SHPO P2

Cornice cleaning; techniques need to be described
Masonry cleaning needs to be more specific

SHPO P2

Canopy revisement / drawings

NPS P2

SHPO P2

Window replacements on any major elevation that do match histoirc configuration, material, and profiles

NPS P2

SHPO P2

Glass Panel revisement

NPS P2

Use of masonry stain / paint / concrete stain regarding colors

SHPO P2

Extend the height of exterior HVAC screens to better hide HVAC units

SHPO & NPS P2

Overall site/siteplan
Section 106 Review; the proposed project will not adversely affect any National Register of Historic Places-Listed property

Table 5.6 Consistency of SHPO & National Park Service
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SHPO P2
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SHPO P2

SHPO P2

SHPO P2
NPS P2
SHPO P2

SHPO P2
NPS P2

Analysis of review comments contained in the six case study’s files concluded that both
agencies performed their duties diligently. Review comments were thorough, providing well-rounded
and robust commentary. Official commentary, always professional in tone, outlined their concerns
with detailed explanations. The majority of their comments and concerns paralleled one another with
the same tone, implementing the best practices to preserve the overall historic content of building and
its affected architectural fabric and elements. It can be concluded that both agencies enacted a highlevel review and issued very thorough commentary.
Critics of the FRTCP have complained that the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation may be applied unevenly from state-to-state. Review of each case study file with
analysis of comments, correspondence, and the fidelity to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation, supported an assessment of each agency’s interpretation and consistency in application
of the Standards. Analysis concluded that the National Park Service and both SHPOs applied the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards consistently. By aligning the same violations from each state,
comments and commentary issued could then be cross referenced. This approach revealed
commonalities encountered in the two case study states and how reviewers applied the Standards.
SHPO and NPS requests for reconsideration, redesign, and resubmittal fell into a narrow range of
issues. Addditional elevation drawings and photos were required for the Trolley Barns, Dortch Stove
Works, and Granby Mill in Tennessee. Further study of proposed landscaping and its compatibility
with the historic character of the buildings was solicited for Dortch Stove Works, Oakland Mill,
Granby Mill, and the Trolley Barns. Further study of the need to alter of interior features was ordered
for Dortch Stove Works, Monaghan Mill, and Granby Mill. Comments and for exterior finishes for
roof and windows was required at the Trolley Barns, Dortch Stove Works, Cummins Station, Oakland
Mill, and Granby Mill.
The most common issues discovered across the case studies in both states consisted of:
cleaning techniques, the alterations of historic fabric such as windows or door openings, and roofing.
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Proposed cleaning techniques frequently drew the attention of both state and federal agencies. Both
agencies expressed concern about sandblasting, chemical paint stripping, and their application
methods. However, every time agencies issued cautions or denied a process they offered an alternative
or more appropriate remedy for treating the specific issue.
Changes to historic roofs have the potential to diminish the historic character of rehabilitated
buildigns. The developer of the Trolley Barns in Nashville, Tennessee proposed a new white metal
roof for his project. The original roof, replaced due to extensive damage was originally coated in tar
and thus black in color. The SHPO did not approve of the white roof color, while encouraging the
developer to retain the historic color. However, the developer argued a black roof would decrease the
building’s cooling efficiency in the summer months. After further discussion, both parties approved a
grey roof which respected the historical color and was deemed energy efficient. Commentary like this
and similar issues reveal that the Tennessee South Carolina SHPOs consistently applied the Secretary’s
Standards.
The examination of the FRTCP applications in South Carolina and Tennessee found that the
SHPOs issued more amendments and comments than did the National Park Service. This finding
reflects the order of review. Part 2, the most critical and rigorous stage of the review of proposed
projects, is first review by the SHPO. During this first phase of the Part 2 review, SHPO staff apply a
macro approach. The agencies identify big-picture concerns such as landscape elements, large-scale
alterations and procedures, and architectural configurations. The second phase of the Part 2 review,
conducted by The National Park Service following SHPO review, tends to focus on finer issues such
as cleaning techniques and the types of chemicals used, window details and fenestration, and treatment
of character defining features related to significant events of the building’s past. Part 2 of the
application is by far the most scrutinized by both agencies.
The correspondence and comments associated with each application revealed that the National
Park Service and the SHPO in both states provided assistance in the form of critical insights for each
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rehabilitation project in this study. Agencies issued amendments and commentary of concern in the
form of a letter with references to the exact line item on the Part 2 review not in line with the
Standards. The agencies clearly conveyed their concerns about the proposed work, detailing how the
procedures or materials do not conform to the Standards. Each time an agency transmitted
correspondence, it included an alternative method or solution to resolve the violation, for example, a
different cleaning method or a modified design. Frequently the agencies requested additional
information to clarify the proposed rehabilitation before a second, more thorough review.
In addition, this study also found that the partnership between the National Park Service and
the SHPOs is successful. Findings concluded the National Park Service relies heavily on the SHPOs in
both states to officiate a thorough review process prior to the application reaching the National Park
Service. Following the SHPOs review it is then the responsibility of the National Park Service to
evaluate the application at a finer level of detail, while reviewing the SHPO comments. The number of
comments issued between the agencies and a conversation the researcher had with a reviewer
substantiated this claim.
This study also concluded the FRTCP process is not burdensome. Neither theTennessee and
South Carolina SHPOs or the National Park Service issue unnecessary paperwork and or impose
unreasonable restrictions. Interviews and file correspondence revealed that the developers and
applicants had only positive remarks for the National Park Service and the SHPOs. Many of the
individuals interviewed applauded their specific agency’s expert guidance and assistance throughout
their rehabilitation project and experience. Both state and federal agencies were guided by
preservation-minded principles summarized in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.
Generalizations stereotype the SHPOs and the National Park Service as bureaucratic entities
which impose “unnecessary” restrictions. This criticism appears to stem from reaction to the process’s
stringent guidelines. The process, critics say, requires “ time-consuming paperwork” and is burdened
by unnecessary requirements. Critics complain that the preservation principles embedded in the
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FRTCP process are irrelevant, unnecessary, or unimportant. However, for a federal program to be
administered efficiently and measures are regulated, certain clearly articulated principles must be
followed. In this case, the best-practice guide for the rehabilitation of historic buildings are the
principles contained in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.
The success of the Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credit program has inspired more than thirty
states to develop state incentives programs that encourage the rehabilitation of historic buildings.
Hypothetically the FRTCP and the Twenty Percent Federal Rehabilitation Credit should be most
popular and utilized more frequently in states having historic rehabilitation incentive programs. The
data collected and analyzed from the National Park Service 2005-2015 fiscal reports and summarized
in Figures 51.-5.4 indicate Tennessee produced a slightly greater number of certified rehabilitation
projects, utilizing the Twenty Percent Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credit, than South Carolina achieved.
This study found that Tennessee exceeded South Carolina in tax act projects despite South Carolina
offering greater number of state incentives. The FRTCP posture in the state of South Carolina did not
match Tennessee could possibly be the lack of dense, urban cities. South Carolina’s capital Columbia,
along with Greenville and Charleston are the major populated cities. Cities such as Nashville,
Greenville, and Charleston have grown exponentially within the past twenty years. The influx of new
citizens and companies has increased the need for commercial and residential space. Often buildings
similar to the case studies are trending in the market today because they receive attention for their large
spaces, adaptability, and aesthetics.
In conclusion, the FRTCP does move projects through the process effectively and efficiently.
The rate of success demonstrates the program achieves its overall purpose of generating a high
percentage of Part 3 Certified rehabilitation projects. There are pinch points in the approval process.
However, the correspondence that the SHPO’s and the National Park Service reveals that both
agencies assist developer address issues as they arrive and provide attainable solutions. Windows, roof
color or material, and interior or exterior alterations are the most common points of discussion during
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the approval process. At times these issues can be nettlesome to resolve and the SHPO must
collaborate with the National Park Service for additional advice. Findings concluded that whenever
these issues violate the Standards and agencies must issue commentary, this does not affect the
efficiency of the FRTCP’s administration. However, these issues do affect the project schedule.
There is no policy scapegoat for the glitches that emerge during the review process.
The fundamental pursuit of this study was to determine if the FRTCP is successful, is its
administration efficient, and if the the federal agencies consistently apply the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards. This study concluded the FRTCP process is not burdensome, but effective and efficient,
and that the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation are applied consistently.
From a national perspective, the FRTCP is a crucial and vital tool benefiting the field of
preservation. As seen throughout each case study, the program continues to be effective preserving
historic buildings around the nation. In addition, the program is also attributed to be a catalyst in
spurring economic growth and revitalizing economically stagnated communities. From its inception,
the FRTCP is directly responsible for the rehabilitation and re-introduction of over 40,000 buildings –
spaces and buildings that otherwise may have been lost to history forever, not to mention the creation
of an estimated 2.36 million jobs. These statistics prove the FRTCP is an effective program and
continues to be effective in more than just the preservation of buildings.
Presently, the FRTCP is under political scrutiny by the current Administration and the
Republican Party. Recently issued (November 2017), the framework for a new tax reform eliminates
the federal historic tax credit. It is imperative that this administration and members of Congress
recognize and accept the importance of the FRTCP and its long-standing role in the rehabilitation of
historic buildings and the communities that draw new energy from them. Advocates in the
preservation community must encourage and promote the policies of the FRTCP, reiterating its
success over the years and its potential in the future. If this program is eliminated, the preservation
community and overall strategic development could feel devastating effects. This program not only
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saves the historic buildings. For over forty years the FRTCP has prevented the loss of countless
historic buildings while it has also been an economic stimulant. It is imperative the FRTCP continues
to be administered diligently with the highest regards to efficiency and the steady application of the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. If these elements were to diminish, the program could be in
jeopardy and participation could decline thus resulting in fewer buildings rehabilitated and less
communities being revitalized.
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